NELSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Agenda

January 24, 2024

General District Courtroom, 3™ Floor, Nelson County Courthouse, Lovingston

7:00 — Meeting Convenes / Call to Order
Officer Elections
Adoption of 2024 Schedule
2023 Annual Report
Review of Meeting Minutes:
— June 29%, 2023 — Joint PC/BOS Worksession
— September 28", 2023 - Joint PC/BOS Worksession
—  October 25™", 2023 — Planning Commission
Presentation: Wild Rose Solar Project
Public Hearings
1. Special Use Permit #1085 — Campground (2 sites)

2. Special Use Permit #1101 — Amendment to Approved Condition of SUP #716

Discussion of Draft Comprehensive Plan 2042 (Public Hearing scheduled for January 31, 2024)
Other Business

Board of Supervisors Report

Next Regularly Scheduled Meeting: February 28", 2024
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In 2023 the Planning and Zoning department processed the following administrative permits:
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Planning Commission 2023 activities

Special Use Permit #830 — Campground — Bell — Withdrawn

Special Use Permit #838 — Automobile Graveyard — Carpenter — PC for approval (6-0) — BOS approved (4-1)
Special Use Permit #849 — Multifamily Dwelling — Mannino - PC for approval (6-0) — BOS approved (5-0)
Special Use Permit #867 — Restaurant — Hodson - PC for approval (5-0) — BOS approved (4-0)

Special Use Permit #898 — Vacation House — Ealy — PC for approval (5-0) — BOS approved (4-0)

Special Use Permit #899 — Outdoor Entertainment Venue — Morse — PC for approval (5-0) — BOS approved (4-0)
Special Use Permit #927 - Single Family Dwelling — McFadden - PC for approval (5-0) — BOS approved (4-0)
Special Use Permit #928 — Brewery — Ebrahimi — PC for approval (5-0) — BOS approved (4-0)

Special Use Permit #934 — Vacation House — Boyer — PC for approval (4-0) — BOS approved (4-0)

. Special Use Permit #986 — Outdoor Entertainment Venue — Groves — PC for approval (4-1) — BOS approved (4-0)
. Special Use Permit #998 — Vacation House — Rush — PC failed to make recommendation — BOS denied (4-0)
. Special Use Permit #1005 — Campground — Hoge — PC for approval (6-0) — BOS approved (4-0)

. Special Use Permit #1022 — Multifamily Dwelling — Byers — Withdrawn

. Special Use Permit #1044 — Campground - Fitzgerald — PC for approval (5-1) — BOS pending

. Special Use Permit #1050 — Campground — Bowman — PC for denial (6-0) — BOS denied (4-1)

. Special Use Permit #1085 — Campground — Kahle - Pending

. Special Use Permit #1101 — Multifamily Dwelling — Teasley — Pending

. Rezoning #837 — A-1 to M-2 — Esh — PC for approval (6-0) — BOS approved (5-0)

. Rezoning #850 — Multifamily Dwelling — Mannino - PC for approval (6-0) — BOS approved (5-0)

. Rezoning #938 — A-1 to M-2 — Schultz — PC for denial (5-0) - Withdrawn

. Rezoning #1021 — R-/A-1 to B-1 — Byers — Withdrawn



Planning and Zoning Staff

Director: Dylan Bishop
434-263-7091 - dbishop@nelsoncounty.org
Planner: Emily Hjulstrom

434-263-7092 - ehjulstrom@nelsoncounty.org

In 2023 staff processed a total of 265 zoning approvals, site plans, violations, tower amendments, and plats. This includes all permits shown in
the 2023 Administrative Approvals graphic.

In 2023, Nelson County continued and began finalizing the process of updating the Comprehensive Plan and subsequent Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinances. The Comprehensive Plan is planned to be adopted soon and Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance changes will follow.
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Nelson County Joint Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors
Meeting Minutes
June 29 2023

Present: Board of Supervisors: Jesse Rutherford, Skip Barton, Tommy Harvey, David Parr, and Ernie
Reed - Planning Commission: Chair Mary Kathryn Allen and Commissioners Chuck Amante, Phil Proulx
and Robin Hauschner

Staff Present: County Administrator Candy McGarry and Deputy Clerk Amanda Spivey - Dylan Bishop,
Director and Emily Hjulstrom, Planner/Secretary

Call to Order: Mr. Rutherford and Ms. Allen called the meeting to order at 6:03 PM in the Old Board
of Supervisors Meeting Room, County Courthouse, Lovingston.

Mr. Rutherford noted that the Board is working diligently on legislation in relation to the loss of life of an
officer in the line of duty. He explained that Officer Wagner is a hero and was recently lost in the line of
duty.

Ms. Redfearn presented the following information:






Ms. Redfearn added that VDOT will have 90 days to complete their review after they receive the draft
plan. She added that the open house is a chance to invite the community as a whole to review the draft
plan, ask questions, and provide comments. She added that it looks like they will see final approval of

the plan in October or November.



Ms. Allen asked about the format of the open house. Ms. Redfearn explained that it would be similar to
the public input meeting with informational posters, a presentation, and an opportunity for questions
from the public. Mr. Reed asked if a draft would be available for the public to view before the open
house. Ms. Redfearn noted that it would be available on the website and that the comment tracker is
still open where they expect to receive more comments.

Ms. Redfearn explained that they have made edits to chapters 3 & 9.
Chapter 3

Ms. Redfearn noted that one of the major differences is that the chapter is now in a layout and no
longer a Word document. She added that they did some minor reorganization of the chapter itself. She
explained that they have identified key strategies that address the concerns from the big ideas that
were heard from the community throughout the public engagement process. She added that the
existing conditions portion of the chapter was slightly reorganized as well. She noted that on the land
use map they broke out Lovingston, Nellysford, and Colleen as separate land use areas and added
Arrington as a rural village.

Mr. Reed noted that strategy 6 didn’t necessarily support environmental resources and that the
community ranked protecting environmental resources as the top focus area for Nelson County’s future.
He explained that there should be a key strategy that speaks to the preservation of environmental
resources. He added that on page 30 there should be clarification that the only permanently protected
lands are the Priest and Three Ridges wilderness areas. He explained that the word permanent as it is
currently used is not appropriate. Ms. Redfearn confirmed that they would remove the word



‘permanently’ from the text. Mr. Reed added that on page 34 the second bullet mentions industrial and
he questioned whether that was appropriate. It was decided to change ‘industrial enterprises’ to
‘business enterprises. Mr. Reed questioned why there were no supporting strategies on pages 38 and
39. Ms. Redfearn explained that they didn’t feel that they were at the point where they are able to
identify them. She added that the strategies included in each chapter and in the implementation plan
could be applied to each of the land use areas to give staff a clear correlation between the
Comprehensive Plan and the land use designations.

Ms. Allen asked where the definition for ‘rural destination’ was. Ms. Redfearn noted that the description
and core concept are on page 40. Ms. Allen asked why they are putting money into the Gladstone Depot
if they are not going to try to make it a destination. Ms. Redfearn explained that Gladstone is identified
as a ‘rural village’ and that a ‘rural destination’ is at a lower level of investment for the county. Ms.
Redfearn explained that locations like Montebello and Rockfish are ‘rural destinations’ that people are
interested in visiting but that are not places where the county is going to be investing a lot of
infrastructure for people to live there full time.

Mr. Reed noted that he liked the discussion of villages and centers. He noted that he would like to add
mention of the community centers.

Mr. Reed noted that on page 44 it reads ‘water and sewer service has supported the development of
several large scale residential developments, some associated with Wintergreen Resort.” He explained
that in Nellysford water and sewer is provided by a private entity. He added that they should include this
distinction in the plan and indicate that the water and sewer service is limited.

Ms. Redfearn noted that at the last meeting, they discussed separating Lovingston and Nellysford due to
differences in character and the type of investment that the community wants to see. She added that
she wants to ensure that the language on page 44 reflects this accurately.

Ms. Bishop noted that the term ‘Urban Development Area’ is VDOT language but that she knows that
other localities have been able to call it something else. She asked if they could change the language in
the plan. Ms. Redfearn explained that ‘Urban Development Area’ is used so that it would refer to the
VDOT designation, allowing the county to access funds associated with it. She added that they could add
a note to explain this. Ms. Proulx added that if they could remove the word ‘urban’ it would help the
public accept it. She noted that in Amherst it is referred to as a ‘Town Development Area’. Ms. Redfearn
explained that state code uses the term ‘Urban Development Area’, she explained that they could find
another way to describe what they are talking about. Ms. Proulx explained that Amherst using the term
‘Town Development Area’ satisfied the state code. Ms. Bishop explained that they are not designating it
as an ‘Urban Development Area’ in the Comprehensive Plan but that they would reference the state
code that utilizes ‘Urban Development Area.” Ms. Redfearn noted that they could add in the description
that Nellysford could be designated per VDOT’s program and that ‘Urban Development Area’ would only
be used in the footnote.

Ms. Bishop asked if the designated growth areas would be identified in this chapter. Ms. Redfearn noted
that they would need to review the plan to ensure that the language is consistent.



Ms. McGarry noted that page 43 specifically mentions Lockn’ music festival as a regularly occurring
event but that it hasn’t occurred for the past few years. Ms. Allen recommended that they could
reference that they have festival grounds in the area that can host large events. Ms. McGarry noted that
on page 36 they would need to find another term for the community centers listed. She added that she
had some additional comments on page 32 that she would send to the Berkley Group later. Ms.
Redfearn noted that the table on that page (3.1) has been moved to the existing conditions section so
that it is not interpreted as expectations for the future of the county. Ms. Allen noted that on page 36
the Core Concept was a very long sentence and something was missing from it. Ms. Redfearn noted that
they would correct it. Ms. Allen asked if they wanted to replace ‘industrial’ on page 32 with ‘business.’
Ms. Bishop noted that it was referencing an existing industrial park and that it should remain.

Mr. Reed pointed out that page 30 noted ‘preserving land of high ecological value’ but that ‘protected
lands’ did not necessarily capture that due to corridors, buffers, biodiversity areas, etc. He added that
they were development constraints that were not supported by the text. Ms. Redfearn noted that they
could add this under ‘protected lands’ or under its own subheading. Mr. Reed explained that these
categories are all determined to be some form of protected land. Ms. Redfearn explained that they used
the Natural Heritage data set to generate some of the conservation values. Mr. Reed added that the
forest conservation areas done by DEQ and The Nature Conservancy are significant. He noted that there
was a suggestion from the public to include this map.

Chapter 4

Ms. Redfearn explained that they made a few editorial changes to Chapter 4. Ms. Bishop noted that on
page 76, strategy #12 needed to be finished. She added that the strategies in Chapter 3 are
inconsistently formatted with the strategies in other chapters. Mr. Reed noted that on page 59 bridges
and culverts should be expanded to include multimodal transportation in areas that are designated for
it. He added that page 62 should say ‘limited sidewalks.” He explained that there are almost no sidewalks
in Nellysford.

Ms. Allen noted that on page 58 the green and lime green are hard to distinguish from each other.

Mr. Reed noted that he wanted to add a pedestrian bridge across Route 29 to the Recommended
Priority Transportation Projects on page 72. Ms. Redfearn asked if project #5 on that page should be
expanded to restrict truck size and traffic on Route 151. Ms. Proulx noted that they should not add it.
Mr. Reed explained that VDOT is currently doing a Route 151 study that addresses projects 3, 5, 6, 10,
and 11. Mr. Barton noted that he would like to find a word that’s stronger than ‘consider’ for project #5.
Ms. Redfearn explained that they need to work with VDOT on the projects and that they couldn’t use
stronger language.

Ms. Bishop noted that on page 77, strategy #18 should be made consistent with the language in the rest
of the plan. Mr. Hauschner noted that page 72, project #5 should address pedestrian safety, such as
widening the shoulders on Route 6. Mr. Harvey questioned what would happen to trucks that need to



transport to within the county. Ms. Redfearn clarified that it is mostly thru traffic that would be
restricted.

Mr. Amante asked if the map data on page 58 came from VDOT. Ms. Redfearn noted that it did. Mr.
Amante explained that it is confusing that the amounts change along the route. Ms. Redfearn explained
that this map is required to be in the plan. Ms. Proulx noted that the traffic changing along the route
could be due to internal traffic.

Ms. Bishop noted that the Comprehensive Plan is required to be reviewed every 5 years and that there
is a recommendation for the Planning Commission to review it every year.

Mr. Reed noted that in relation to strategy #17, page 77 there has been discussion of on-demand pick-
ups from JAUNT.

Chapter 9

Ms. Redfearn noted that Chapter 9 is the implementation chapter, she explained that this details how
the Comprehensive plan is implemented and should be considered in the annual budget and capital
improvement plans. She added that review and update of the Comprehensive Plan are mandated to
happen every 5 years but that annual review and update is the best practice.

Ms. Redfearn explained that each of the strategies in the matrix should align with the strategies in each
of the chapters. She noted that they currently don’t all align but that this will be fixed. Ms. Redfearn
explained that the implementation schedule is generally broken into three categories. She explained
that the categories are as follows, 1-3 years (short-term), 3-5 years (mid-term), over 5 years (long-term),
and ongoing.

Ms. Redfearn explained that she would like to go through the strategies on page 180 to determine their
priority level. The priorities were assigned as follows:























































































Ms. Bishop noted that anything regarding Zoning or Subdivision Ordinance Updates should be
considered short-term.

Ms. Allen questioned why it was recommended for the Planning Commission to review the plan every
year. It was decided to change the wording to say ‘regular review’ so that staff could note changes as
they happen and update the plan as needed.

Mr. Rutherford noted that strategy 3.5 doesn’t make sense due to Nelson County not having many
issues with parking such as an urban area would. Ms. Bishop noted that it should be changed to include
‘update’ in the language.

Mr. Hauschner noted that 4.7 and 4.8 play off of each other but that 4.7 should be more of a priority.

Ms. Bishop asked if the EV charging strategies should be short-term. Ms. McGarry noted that they
should be short-term to mid-term.

Mr. Reed noted that 4.19 was done years ago. Ms. Bishop noted that they were never adopted and that
they could add ‘create and adopt’ and ‘update as needed’ to the strategy.

Mr. Rutherford noted that in relation to 4.15, people started individually driving between the 1980’s and
2000’s until a trend developed of people commuting together. He noted that they are now seeing a
trend towards people driving individually again. Ms. Proulx noted that the existing park and ride lots are
being utilized.

Ms. Proulx noted that they should change 5.1 to say ‘update the definition’ because there is an existing
definition. Mr. Rutherford noted that mid-term rentals (less than 12 months) are more popular due to
jobs such as traveling nurses.

Mr. Rutherford noted that 5.4 would be pushing for cluster housing.

Regarding strategy 5.9, Mr. Rutherford noted that there would be a study coming out in the next year
and a half that will provide an update on housing stock and pricing. He explained that this should make
5.9 a mid-term strategy. Ms. Proulx noted that she would like to remove “implement” from 5.9.

Mr. Hauschner noted that they are giving a lot of the strategies a short-term priority. Mr. Rutherford
noted that short-term to him means by Spring of 2024 due to Zoning Ordinance Updates.

Mr. Reed noted that there should be a correlating strategy to 5.15 for Nellysford that should include
preservation and improvement strategies as well as water infrastructure.

Regarding strategy 6.1, Mr. Rutherford noted that steep slopes are already addressed due to organic
limitations. Ms. Proulx noted that they could address the construction of housing on steep slopes. Mr.
Rutherford noted that you wouldn’t want to build a house on a steep slope where it couldn’t be
engineered. He added that the nearest entity that addresses building on steep slopes is Albemarle
County. Ms. Bishop noted that they should add ‘define and limit’ to 6.1. She added that they could also
address ridgeline development.
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Regarding strategy 6.2, Mr. Rutherford noted that multiple entities need to approve a septic system and
that it doesn’t need to be a strategy. The consensus was to remove it.

Mr. Reed asked that they add ‘forest conservation areas’ to 6.3. Ms. Redfearn added it to the strategy.

Mr. Rutherford asked what an ecological core was. Ms. Redfearn noted that the map on page 113
identifies ecological cores and explained that they are an area of the landscape that is largely intact
without development that would diminish its ecological value.

Mr. Hauschner recommended that ‘define and guide’ be added to strategy 6.1.

Mr. Rutherford noted that building on Wintergreen is difficult when you’re trying to put a foundation on
granite or bedrock. He explained that the natural barrier is there but that the plan could guide people to
locations that are easier to build on.

Regarding strategy 6.4, Ms. Redfearn noted that Nelson County has a green infrastructure plan that was
put together by the University of Virginia. She explained that this should be included as a resource.

Regarding strategy 6.7, Ms. Allen questioned who was going to identify all the abandoned wells and
septic tanks. She noted that the VDH doesn’t have data on old wells. Mr. Rutherford noted that the one
danger for septic tanks is for them to collapse. He added that there are 1000s of wells that are
abandoned or not usable. He recommended that they remove the strategy. Ms. Redfearn explained that
VDH had an assistance program for this issue. Ms. Bishop noted that they could change ‘support’ to
‘consider’, it was added. Mr. Hauschner asked what was used for piping in older wells. Mr. Rutherford
explained that they were likely terracotta or tar pipe.

In regards to strategy 6.10, Mr. Rutherford noted that DEQ funds the removal of unused fuel tanks. He
added that the county only has one water system due to a fuel system that leeched into the water
supply on Route 29.

In regards to strategy 6.11, Mr. Barton noted that it would be a positive for the citizens of the county to
be able to reach the water system. He added that Nelson County residents have been restricted from
these resources for too long.

Mr. Reed noted that reducing solid waste should be added to strategy 6.12. It was noted that both 6.12
and 6.13 need to be rewritten for clarity. Mr. Hauschner noted that they could address food waste,
especially in relation to grocery stores.

Regarding strategy 6.31, Ms. Proulx noted that the courthouse has a huge entrance that loses a lot of
heat.

Ms. Bishop noted that strategy 6.30 should be ongoing so that staff could comply with updates from the
state.

Regarding strategy 7.4, Mr. Rutherford noted that a local branch would be better than a collaboration
with the community colleges. Mr. Barton noted that the biggest resource in schools is the students. He
explained that if you take some of the students away they are unable to learn from their peers.
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Ms. Proulx noted that 7.5 is confusing and questioned how it would work. Mr. Reed noted that he
believes the intention was in relation to elders, social service, and mental health. Mr. Hauschner
guestioned if the intent was to increase the number of individuals employed in that sector. Ms.
Redfearn noted that they would reword the strategy to clarify it.

In regards to strategy 7.13 Ms. McGarry noted that there was only one vacant lot left in the Colleen
industrial park. Ms. Proulx asked if that was the only place in the county that they were promoting
business development. Mr. Reed noted that they did not have the infrastructure to support a business
park in other locations. It was decided to change the strategy to include ‘Colleen and the Route 29
corridor’ and to remove ‘business park.’

Ms. Allen asked why strategy 7.14 is so specific in referencing ABC designated outdoor refreshment
areas. Ms. Bishop explained that there are certain programs that require it to be referenced in the plan
if they wish to pursue it.

Regarding 7.18 Ms. Bishop noted that ‘create’ should be replaced with ‘update and enforce’. It was also
noted that there was a typo, ‘and’ should be ‘an.’

Regarding strategy 7.17, Ms. Proulx asked what placemaking and wayfinding meant. Ms. Bishop noted
that placemaking was a planning term that referred to people in a community feeling like their place had
its own identity. Ms. Redfearn noted that they were working on a glossary of terms for the plan as well
as a list of resources used in the plan. Mr. Parr noted that strategy 7.17 reminded him of Amherst
County where the villages have their own signs and identity.

Mr. Rutherford noted that 8.1 is important because they require better communication. Mr. Reed noted
that it is important that they have a video archive of the meetings that is easy to understand. Ms.
Redfearn noted that they could use the same setup as the school board. Mr. Reed added that they
might be able to find a better system than what the school board utilizes. Mr. Hauschner noted that
they could address this with a modification to address technological aptitude. He explained that there
are many ways to achieve this.

Mr. Amante noted that strategy 8.3 should say ‘create and maintain.’

Regarding the strategies that address the Sheriff’s Department, Mr. Reed noted that he was previously
unaware of all of the Sheriff's Department’s needs.

Ms. Allen noted that strategy 8.9 is ongoing due to its licensing program.

Regarding strategy 8.10, Ms. Allen asked who owned the fire and EMS buildings. Mr. Parr noted that
each department owned their own building. Ms. McGarry noted that the building in Lovingston was
owned by the county.

In regards to strategy 8.14, Ms. Proulx asked who would be executing this. Ms. Allen explained that VDH
often did this and had the knowledge to work with the locality on opioid and substance abuse. Mr.
Rutherford noted that Mr. Reed is in the Wellness Alliance that the county has involvement with. It was
noted that the Sheriff’s Department and the Drug Court would also be involved.
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Regarding strategy 8.15, Mr. Reed questioned whether the county worked with regional partners on
water. Ms. Redfearn noted that strategy 8.16 addresses utilizing the results of the TIPDCs water supply
plan. Ms. Allen recommended adding ‘continue to work with regional partners.’

With strategy 8.17 it was decided to remove “regional’ and replace it with ‘service authority.’

In regards to strategy 8.28, Ms. Proulx noted that ‘after-school’ should be removed due to families also
requiring before-school care.

Regarding strategy 8.29, Mr. Rutherford asked what a parks and recreation master plan is. Ms. Allen
noted that it was something that has been discussed but not formed. Mr. Barton noted that they have
purchased land and hired an architect for it. Ms. McGarry noted that that was for a specific parcel of
land and not county-wide. Mr. Hauschner asked if they had a plan being developed that addresses gaps
in equity for parks and recreation. Ms. Redfearn noted that this should be included in any good parks
and recreation master plan.

Mr. Hauschner noted that strategy 8.32 should be mid-level due to the trails along major road systems
being harder to acquire.

In strategy 8.37 it was decided to remove ‘land uses.’

Ms. Allen noted that strategies 8.38 and 8.39 were the same and could be combined. Ms. Redfearn
noted that there are several strategies around parks and that she wouldn’t mind combining these two
strategies as long as the intent meets their goals. She noted that the strategies will be combined.

Additional comments to plan:

Mr. Rutherford noted that he wished there was better data in the Housing Chapter where it addresses
the median rental rate. He noted that the TJPDC has a study from around 2019 that references this. Ms.
Redfearn noted that they looked at this study and were not able to find a different number. Mr.
Rutherford noted that no one is getting rent for $800. Mr. Rutherford noted that he might be able to
find better data.

Ms. Bishop noted that the 2021 building permit numbers still weren’t included.

Mr. Barton thanked the Berkley Group for their work on the Comprehensive Plan. He noted that
everything in the document addresses needs that exist. He noted that the most important thing to him
is the people that live in Nelson County. He explained that he is older but that he imagines what the
county could do for him if he were younger. He noted that two things that can be done are recreation
and education. He said that Wintergreen is wonderful and that he respects the people in Stoney Creek
that moved here because the land is beautiful. He noted that a lot of the Comprehensive Plan reflects
maintaining land values, housing values, and employment for people in the service industry. He added
that he wants to ensure that this document is for the people of Nelson County. Ms. Redfearn noted that
she hopes that they can reflect that in the plan. She noted that on pages 21 and 22 they’ve included the
Big Ideas that they’ve heard from the community. Mr. Barton noted that the Big Ideas don’t talk about
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education and recreation and wondered why. Ms. Redfearn noted that this could be more emphasized.
Mr. Rutherford noted that Nellysford has always dominated the conversation and other areas of the
county have been less involved. He explained that he is certain that they would make sure that the plan
reflects all entities in the county.

Mr. Reed noted that the plan should include that Nelson County is a dark sky area. He added that
enforcement should be improved for noise pollution. He noted that page 121 mentions forested
landscapes, he explained that over 75% of the county is forested and over 10% is pasture and crop. He
explained that this warrants more discussion including the value of the forested lands in regards to
erosion protection, loss of soil, cooling the land, carbon capture, controlling climate change, and
protecting water resources. He questioned how many acres of conservation easements they have in the
county and where they are located. Ms. Redfearn explained that Map 6.7 includes conservation lands
and that private conservation easements are represented in blue. Mr. Reed added that the Sugarloaf
and Buffalo District Forest Conservation Areas are areas that could be mapped as well as connectivity
and corridor areas. He asked if Nelson County could purchase development rights. Ms. Bishop noted
that it is in the county code and administered by the Commissioner of Revenue but that she is not aware
of it being utilized.

Schedule:

It was decided to conduct the Open House for the Comprehensive Plan August 29th at 6:30 PM in the
Nelson Center.

It was decided to have the final work session on September 28" at 6 PM.
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Ms. Redfearn noted that the public hearings and adoption will happen jointly. Ms. Proulx asked if they
could be done separately. Ms. Redfearn noted that they could separate them but that the Berkley Group
might not be able to attend both nights. Mr. Rutherford asked if there was a mandatory wait time after
the public hearing, Ms. Bishop noted that there wasn’t.

Ms. Allen made a motion to adjourn the Planning Commission at 8:51 PM. Ms. Proulx seconded the
motion.

Yes:

Mary Kathryn Allen
Phil Proulx

Robin Hauschner

Chuck Amante

Ordinance 02023-04

Mr. Rutherford noted that changing the terms to less than 15 years is not possible and that he is ok with
the ordinance as it is presented.

Mr. Parr motioned to approve Ordinance 02023-04. Mr. Reed seconded the motion.
Yes:

David Parr

Ernie Reed

Jesse Rutherford

Tommy Harvey

Skip Barton
ORDINANCE 02023-04
NELSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AMENDMENT OF THE CODE OF NELSON COUNTY
APPENDIX B SUBDIVISIONS
Amend

Section 3. Administration
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Exceptions to Review by Commission.

A. The Agent is authorized to approve or disapprove, without a public hearing, preliminary plat and final
plat for the following types of subdivisions (provided such subdivisions are not in conflict with the
general meaning, purpose, and provisions of this Ordinance, and are in compliance with the Nelson
County Zoning Ordinance, Nelson County Comprehensive Plan, and the Code of Virginia):

(1) A subdivision of land into no more than eleven (11) lots.
(2) Cluster subdivisions.

(3) A change in the boundary line between adjoining landowners for the purpose of transfer, boundary
line adjustment, or exchange of land between said adjoining landowners. A boundary line change shall
not create additional parcels for sale or development nor leave a remainder which does not conform to
the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance for Nelson County. The plat shall contain a note that this division
was made pursuant to this subsection.

(4) A single division of a tract or parcel of land for the purpose of sale or gift to a member of the
immediate family of the property owner if the property owner agrees to place a restrictive covenant on
the subdivided property that would prohibit the transfer of the property to a nonmember of the
immediate family for a period of five (5) years. Any parcel thus created having less than five (5) acres
shall have a right-of-way of no less than thirty{30} twenty (20) feet wide providing ingress and egress to
and from a dedicated recorded public street. Only one (1) such division shall be allowed per family
member, and shall not be for the purpose of circumventing this ordinance. For the purpose of this
subsection, a member of the property owner's immediate family is defined as any person who is a
natural or legally defined offspring, stepchild, spouse, sibling, grandchild, grandparent, or parent of the
owner. It shall be noted on the plat and in the deed that this is a family division of property pursuant to
this subsection.

Vehicular access serving a family division when the access serves more than two (2) parcels, including
the parent tract, by initial or subsequent division of land shall have the following certification on the plat
before approval:

"The streets in this subdivision do not meet the standards necessary for inclusion in the system of state
highways and will not be maintained by the Department of Transportation or the County and are not
eligible for rural addition funds or any other funds appropriated by the General Assembly and allocated
by the Commonwealth Transportation Board."

In addition to the foregoing provision, a single division of a lot or parcel of land held in trust for the
purpose of sale or gift to a member of the immediate family, as defined above, who is a beneficiary of
such trust. All trust beneficiaries must (i) be immediate family members as defined above, (ii) agree
that the property should be subdivided, and (iii) agree to place a restrictive covenant on the
subdivided property that would prohibit the transfer of the property to a nonmember of the
immediate family for a period of 15 years. Notwithstanding the provisions of clause (iii), the Planning
Commission may reduce the period of years prescribed in such clause when changed circumstances so
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require. Upon such modification of a restrictive covenant, a locality shall execute a writing reflecting
such modification, which writing shall be recorded in accordance with Virginia Code § 17.1- 227.

(Res. of 1-12-93; Ord. of 10-14-97; Ord. No. 02007-004, 5-21-07; Ord. No. 02009-07, § 2, 7-14-09)

Resolution R2023-42

Ms. McGarry noted that they have made their final payments for the fiscal year and in spite of their
assessments for CSA expenditures, they were over budget by about $158,000. She noted that

$108,415.54 of that is the state share and that the local share is $49,440.51. She explained that they are

asking for an appropriation of the state revenue to cover the expenditures of the $108,415.54, a small
amount transferring from general fund to cover a short fall in the Commissioner of Revenue’s budget
due to a late bill that put their budget over, and the $49,440.51.

Mr. Reed made a motion to approve Resolution R2023-42. Mr. Parr seconded the motion.
Yes:

David Parr

Ernie Reed

Jesse Rutherford

Tommy Harvey

Skip Barton
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RESOLUTION R2023-42
HELSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AMENDMENT OF FISCAL YEAR 2022-2023 BUDGET
June 29, 2023

I Appropriation of Funds {General Fund)
Amount Revenue Account (-) Expenditure Account (+)
$ 10841554  3-100-002401-0045 4-100-053600-3164

§ 10841554

Il. Transfer of Funds {General Fund Recurring Contingency)

Amount Credit Account |-} Debit Account [+)
1 102860  4-100-929000-9501 A-100-012080-3016
£ 4944051 4-100-959000-9901 4-100-053500-3164
& 50,469.11

Mr. Parr made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:53 PM. Mr. Barton seconded the motion.

Yes:

Jesse Rutherford
Thomas Harvey
David Parr

Ernie Reed

Skip Barton

The meeting adjourned at 8:53 PM

Respectfully submitted,
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Emily Hjulstrom

Planner/Secretary, Planning & Zoning
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Nelson County Joint Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors
Meeting Minutes
September 28, 2023

Present: Board of Supervisors: Jesse Rutherford, Skip Barton, David Parr, and Ernie Reed - Planning
Commission: Chair Mary Kathryn Allen and Commissioners Chuck Amante, Mark Harman, and Phil
Proulx

Staff Present: County Administrator Candy McGarry and Deputy Clerk Amanda Spivey - Dylan Bishop,
Director

Call to Order: Mr. Rutherford and Ms. Allen called the meeting to order at 6:33 PM in the Old Board
of Supervisors Meeting Room, County Courthouse, Lovingston.

2023-59 Gladstone Depot TAP Grant

Mr. Parr made a motion to approve Resolution R-2023-59. Mr. Barton seconded the motion.
Yes:

Jesse Rutherford

David Parr

Ernie Reed

Skip Barton

2023-60 Lovingston TAP Grant

Mr. Reed made a motion to approve Resolution R-2023-60. Mr. Parr seconded the motion.
Yes:

Jesse Rutherford

David Parr

Ernie Reed

Skip Barton



Mr. Rutherford complemented the Berkley Group on a job well done at the recent open house and that
he looked forward to continuing with the process as scheduled. Ms. Allen agreed with Mr. Rutherford.

Ms. Redfearn thanked them and noted that when emotions get high it is because people care. She
added that they have taken care to document all comments received from the public and the purpose of
this meeting was to review those comments and come to decisions.

Ms. Redfearn presented the following information:

Ms. Redfearn explained that they are nearing the finish line. She noted that this is the final joint work
session and the only thing to follow would be incorporating final edits and then holding public hearings
to consider adoption.



Ms. Proulx noted that they should have separate public hearings for Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors. Ms. Redfearn confirmed that separate public hearings were the plan. Ms. Allen asked if
there were any public hearings prior to the Planning Commission public hearing. Ms. Redfearn
confirmed this was the last work session and the public hearings would occur with the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors. She added that there have not been any formal public hearings
yet. Mr. Reed asked about the timing of receiving the final draft and other deadlines. Ms. Redfearn
confirmed that they would go over the timeline.



Ms. Redfearn explained that they would be reviewing the complete list of comments received before,
during, and after the August open house. She explained that there are four key areas of interest that
they need consensus on.









Ms. Redfearn noted that they submitted the plan through VDOT 729 review and that VDOT had no



comments and thought the plan was well done.













Route 151 comments #44-53

Ms. Redfearn explained that there was some redundancy in the comments. She noted that this group of
comments mentioned Route 151 safety concerns. She added that there was a lot of concern introducing
bicycle traffic along Route 151 and not adequately addressing truck traffic. She noted that any of the
comments regarding bicycle and pedestrian safety could potentially be resolved by clarifying that a
parallel route would be separate from Route 151. She noted that they don’t talk about reducing truck
traffic on Route 151 but do discuss it on Route 6. She added that they could expand the language to
include Route 151. Mr. Harman clarified that they were discussing heavy truck traffic / tractor trailers,
and asked if VDOT could do anything. Mr. Reed indicated there had been efforts in the past and it was a
fairly closed process in terms of VDOT’s other priorities. He added that it is an important piece of a
traffic plan for Route 151 but questioned how realistic it was. He explained that it was limited or
nonexistent depending on how you interpret what has happened in the past and the potential for the
future, but the door should not be closed.

Mr. Harman asked if there was potential to reduce the speed limit. Mr. Reed noted that there are
possible ways to reduce the speed limit such as reducing it in the school zone at particular times. Ms.
Proulx noted that the area is already 45 mph. Mr. Reed noted that it could still be reduced with signage
and flashing lights to hold vehicles accountable. Ms. Redfearn confirmed that reducing speeds on Route
151 was referenced in the plan priority projects but that they could be more specific on the locations in
which they want speeds reduced. Ms. McGarry mentioned that the Route 151 Corridor Study would
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include recommendations for Route 151. Ms. Redfearn asked what the Route 151 Corridor Study
timeline was. Ms. McGarry noted that they should be submitting it for approval by winter.

Mr. Barton noted that the people of Nelson County are pretty universal in wanting to limit the trucks
coming through. He supported including it in the Comprehensive Plan although it was not likely to
happen right away. Ms. Redfearn asked if they would like to include language similar to “Support
reducing commercial traffic and speed limits as laid out in the Route 151 Corridor Study. Mr. Reed
recommended not referencing the Route 151 Corridor Study specifically. He noted that they could craft
an amendment when the plan is completed. Ms. Proulx noted that there had been four accidents
recently on Route 151 where three were caused by local residents and one was non-local. She added
that there were no trucks or alcohol involved in those accidents. Ms. Proulx indicated that they did not
have enough data at that point. Mr. Reed noted there were tools but they did not know enough
information. He added that leaving the language open would allow them to plan as needed.

Mr. Amante clarified that they could request speed reductions but it would be a state responsibility
through VDOT. He questioned if engineering commercial traffic was a supply chain issue with truck
routing. Mr. Reed noted that GIS does not communicate with GIS mapping tools. He added that a
possible way to affect the traffic would be to make Route 151 not the quickest route. He noted that a
roundabout at the intersection of Routes 6 and 151 was already funded and had the potential for
discouraging heavy commercial traffic. Ms. Allen added that roundabouts are discouraging to truck
traffic. Ms. McGarry noted that they should specify commercial tractor trailers. Ms. Redfearn indicated
they would go through the plan to reflect these comments.

Ms. Redfearn noted the concern for bicycle and pedestrian traffic on Route 151. Mr. Reed noted that
they do not want to close the door on it and that it should be included but it did not need specifics at
that time.

Nellysford comments #69-76

Ms. Redfearn explained that some of the comments in this group had overlap with concerns about the
Urban Development Area (UDA) and language regarding land use designation, specifically page 44 of the
plan regarding Nellysford. Mr. Barton noted that he did not know of anyone promoting economic
growth in Nellysford and thought the language was the problem. Ms. Proulx noted that she saw the
concerns as mainly being with housing density. Mr. Reed noted the description on page 44 was fairly
accurate, but the core concept instead of prioritizing redevelopment, would rather prioritize protection
of the rural landscape and a moderate small village residential and commercial development. He
explained that using a qualifier such as ‘moderate’ and including restoration, connectivity, efficient and
effective provision of community services, and improving quality of life would take the intense
development scenario off the table. He added that it would be allowed but not incentivized.

Ms. Redfearn noted there will be at least one month to submit additional comments after the work
session.

Mr. Reed noted that primary land use types should lead with conservation and preservation including
historical and environmental. He added that leading with that makes everything else a question of scale.
He noted that when listing the different intensity levels of residential they could use “small scale”. He
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added that doing this would speak to the intention of not having intense development. He explained
that it might be contrary to an UDA designation but he considers the issue to be with scale. He noted
that the number 1 priority for Nellysford is that it is not a designated growth area. Ms. Proulx indicated
this area may fit into the unfortunately named UDA due to Wintergreen development that is out of the
scope of the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Reed noted he did not want to take an UDA off the table but they
should have all tools available to them. Ms. Proulx noted the language could be changed if/when there
is a designation, for example a “town” or “village.”

Multi-family Dwellings & Land Use Types comments #30-33

Mr. Harman noted they should define what large scale and small scale mean. Mr. Rutherford noted that
they should be defined in the Zoning Ordinance after Comprehensive Plan adoption. Mr. Rutherford
noted that “multi-family” was a relative term and had changed over the years in different areas. Ms.
Redfearn noted that duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes were a primary land use type in rural villages.
She noted that they could be a subdivided house as opposed to a row of townhouses. Mr. Rutherford
questioned how they would define several roommates sharing a house. Mr. Reed noted that style of
housing was very common in resort communities and patrons and employees commute due to high cost
and lack of housing. Mr. Reed noted that having a connected location for employees to reside has been
talked about at Wintergreen for a long time. Ms. Proulx noted that there had been some employee
housing primarily for employees from foreign countries.

Mr. Reed noted that Nellysford is unique and looking at it separately from the rest of the county in how
things are defined could be valuable. Ms. Redfearn clarified the discussion on scale and questioned if it
should this apply to other Rural Villages as well. Mr. Rutherford noted that he had no issue including it
with Rural Villages. Ms. Redfearn noted a strong sentiment in comments that Faber does not belong as a
Rural Village and should be a Rural Destination. Mr. Rutherford noted that it would be consistent with
the other areas categorized as Rural Villages. He noted that they were all train depots historically. Ms.
Bishop noted that the intent was to support mixed uses in these areas. Mr. Rutherford noted they all
have access to infrastructure such as water/sewer.

Ms. Redfearn referenced comment #32 regarding cluster subdivisions, adding that this is an issue of
education and defining what they mean by a cluster subdivision. Mr. Rutherford and Ms. Redfearn
noted that this would be more specifically defined in the Zoning Ordinance. Ms. Bishop added that the
Planning Commission had a work session to go over the current cluster ordinance and determined that a
lot of the information needed would come out of the Comprehensive Plan update. Ms. Proulx noted
that conservation subdivision could be a term used for cluster housing. Ms. Redfearn noted that they
could look at alternate terms.

Additional Engagement & Planning Process comments #8-10

Mr. Harman noted that the bulk of the comments came from Nellysford and Afton and did not have
much input from other areas. Ms. Redfearn noted that those numbers are true for the survey but they
had a lot of people participate in workshops that were from other areas. Mr. Rutherford noted that they
made an effort to get residents out to the workshops. Ms. Proulx noted that some of these comments
were made likely because they were not aware earlier. She added that the county can only do so much

14



and it is their responsibility to pay attention to local government activities. Mr. Barton noted that the
south district knew there was a plan going on and took interest. He added that their constituents noted
they were confident in the process and felt that all Board of Supervisors members could say the same.
He added that it was the Board’s responsibility to represent their interests. Mr. Reed noted they had
done an exemplary job of soliciting public comment and adding an additional public meeting. He added
his only concern was that there be ample time for public review of the final draft before the public
hearings begin. Ms. Allen asked if there were ways to reach the public better. Ms. Redfearn suggested
having public review copies at churches. She confirmed the website remained open indefinitely. Mr.
Reed noted that there should be an executive summary so that everyone would not have to read the
entire plan. Ms. Allen recommended running an extra ad before the public hearings. Mr. Musso noted
that for a small community they have had great turn out so far. Mr. Rutherford noted that they have
added work sessions and have been working on this for well over a year.

Comment #1 regarding Spanish translation. Mr. Amante noted he did not think this was necessary. Mr.
Barton noted that they could include this in the Comprehensive plan recognizing agricultural workers in
the community. Mr. Parr noted that more Spanish accessibility is worth considering, for example the
county website for tax payments and other county services, especially internet based. Ms. Allen noted
that schools send out mailings in English and Spanish. Ms. Proulx noted that it could be incorporated in
the plan where services and equity are addressed.

Comment #2. Mr. Rutherford noted that Mr. Parr researching the idea of county social media could be a
positive resource to get word out to the community. Mr. Rutherford and Mr. Parr added that it could be
used to diffuse misinformation and cover a lot of ground quickly when getting information out. The
consensus was not to include quarterly public forums. Mr. Parr noted that he was available through
email and phone as well as at their monthly meeting. Mr. Rutherford added that a public forum should
be at the discretion of the supervisor.

Comment #5. Mr. Reed noted the term “agritourism” is problematic because it was unclear and included
much of the food and beverage industry. Mr. Musso noted that the General Assembly had just passed
more stringent guidance for farm wineries. Mr. Reed noted they want to support agriculture at all
scales, not specifically agritourism. Mr. Rutherford noted that many farms might not survive without
agritourism. Ms. Proulx noted that farm wineries are keeping the land in agricultural use. Mr. Rutherford
noted that there should be additional definitions for clarity. Ms. Redfearn noted that they could read
through the economy chapter to incorporate agriculture of all scales. Mr. Reed asked if they could have
a redline version of the plan after the session. Ms. Redfearn confirmed that they would.

Comment #14. Ms. Redfearn questioned if they should have a local housing plan rather than a regional
one. Mr. Rutherford noted that housing was a regional issue. He was not against having a local plan but
noted that they could not have a local plan without a regional plan. He added that the regional plan is
updated actively but that there are housing issues specific to Nelson County. The consensus was to
pursue a Nelson County Affordable Housing Study.

Comments #18-19. Mr. Rutherford noted that most of these uses are by Special Use Permit. He noted
that the industrial park in Colleen still did not have much in it and was not comparable to industrial
parks in nearby localities. Consensus was to not make any changes.

15



Comments #20-21. Mr. Rutherford noted that Mr. Reed had already recommended prioritizing
preservation. Mr. Reed noted that many things in the Comprehensive Plan need to remain broad.
Consensus was to not make any changes.

Comments #34-36. Consensus was to not make any changes regarding comment #34. Mr. Rutherford
noted that they did not have mechanisms to regulate clear cutting. Consensus was to not make any
changes regarding comment #35. Ms. Allen noted that it would not be practical to include a resource list
in the plan because they require updating. She noted that this should be on the county website. Ms.
Redfearn noted that it could be done by including a strategy in the plan to provide these resources.

Comments #60-61. Ms. Redfearn noted that comment #60 should be addressed in a recreation plan.
Consensus was to not make any changes regarding comment #60. Mr. Rutherford noted that it has been
interesting to see electric vehicle fleets in certain industries. He added that there are now residential
building code requirements to include EV charging. Ms. Allen questioned how many people travel
through the county and would stop to charge their vehicle. Ms. Redfearn questioned if they need to be
specific about solar powered stations. The consensus was to leave the strategy broad.

Comment #82. Ms. Redfearn noted that they would be including an Executive Summary.

Ms. Redfearn questioned how they should change the language in the plan regarding the UDA. Ms.
Bishop noted that the plan is to remove language about GAP due to withdrawal of the UDA application.
She added that the plan would be updated at least every five years. Ms. Redfearn noted that they would
accept any edits regarding prioritization in Implementation Matrix prior to the final draft.

Ms. Redfearn noted that they would like final edits by October 26th but that this date can be extended.
She added that they could have the final draft available for posting by December 7th and then schedule
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public hearings early-mid Winter of 2024. She noted that there would be separate hearings at Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors. Mr. Rutherford noted that these should not be during regular
meeting times. Ms. Bishop noted that the meetings should be held at the high school. It was noted that
the Planning Commission public hearing could be January at earliest with the Board of Supervisors in
February or March.

Mr. Musso asked if October 26th was a good date to turn off public comments. Consensus was to do so
and have all comments due by then. Ms. Redfearn added that after that all comments would go through
the public hearing process.

Mr. Reed made a motion to adjourn the Planning Commission at 8:02 PM. Ms. Proulx seconded the
motion.

Yes:

Mary Kathryn Allen
Phil Proulx

Ernie Reed

Mark Harman

Chuck Amante

Mr. Parr made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:02 PM. Mr. Barton seconded the motion.
Yes:

Jesse Rutherford

David Parr

Ernie Reed

Skip Barton

The meeting adjourned at 8:02 PM

Respectfully submitted,
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Emily Hjulstrom

Planner/Secretary, Planning & Zoning
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Nelson County Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes

October 25, 2023
©

Present: Chair Mary Kathryn Allen and Commissioners Mike Harman, Phil Proulx, Chuck Amante,
Robin Hauschner. Board of Supervisors Representative Ernie Reed

Staff Present: Emily Hjulstrom, Planner/Secretary

Call to Order: Chair Allen called the meeting to order at 7:02 PM in the General District Courtroom,
County Courthouse, Lovingston.

Review of Meeting Minutes

July 26*, 2023

Ms. Proulx made a motion to approve the minutes from the July 26", 2023 Planning Commission
Meeting. Mr. Amante seconded the motion.

Yes:

Mike Harman

Ernie Reed

Phil Proulx

Robin Hauschner
Mary Kathryn Allen

Chuck Amante

August 23, 2023

Mr. Amante made a motion to approve the minutes from the August 23", 2023 Planning Commission
Meeting. Mr. Hauschner seconded the motion.

Yes:

Mike Harman



Ernie Reed

Phil Proulx

Robin Hauschner
Mary Kathryn Allen
Chuck Amante

All yes.

Public Hearings:

SUP 1050 — Campground:

Ms. Hjulstrom presented the following information:






Ms. Hjulstrom added that VDOT had the following comment:



Ms. Hjulstrom added thc



Mr. Harman asked if any portion of the project by-right. Ms. Hjulstrom explained that the Special Use
Permit is for the campground and the cabins are by-right and will require site plan approval.



Jerry Bowman of 6973 North Fork Rd in Montebello is the applicant. He explained that his son lives on
the property and that the property would ultimately become their family vacation home when he
retires. He explained that taking care of the campsites would be his son’s primary job and that his son
would be there most of the time. He noted that there is an existing road that has been there for many
years that would be the access to the camping sites. He explained that the sites would be temporary
tents on raised platforms. He explained that they would be providing the tents and would not allow
guests to bring their own tents or RVs.

Mr. Bowman explained that access to the property comes from four different directions:

e By coming off of the Blue Ridge Parkway which is approximately a mile away. He added that
they were close to 12 Ridges Winery.
From where Zink’s Mill Rd intersects with Route 56.
From Spy Run Gap through Zink’s Mill Rd.
By turning onto North Fork Rd off of Route 56.

He explained that the latter option is the more difficult option with a curvier road. He noted that VDOT
does not see an issue with the amount of trips generated by the project. He explained that they didn’t
know if they would build all of the proposed sites. He explained that they plan to build the first 6 to test
the market before building the rest. He noted that if they were to build all 20 sites the amount of traffic
on a section of road at any given time would be minimal. He added that it is a narrow road but with
places to pull over and allow others to pass. He explained that there was not much traffic on the road.

Mr. Bowman explained that there would be a very nice bathhouse with individual rooms for guests. He
noted that there has been tremendous interest in recreational facilities since the COVID-19 pandemic.
He noted that his opinion was that recreational facilities were the future of Nelson County. He added
that affordable housing is a problem everywhere. He explained that affordable housing is being taken
away by Airbnb and short-term rental options. He explained that this issue could be alleviated by
campgrounds.

Ms. Proulx asked if the VDOT report stated that they did not have trip-generation information. Ms.
Hjulstrom confirmed that VDOT's preliminary comments had not included trip-generation information.
Mr. Bowman noted that the trip generation calculations that he was referring to were their own
calculations and not VDOT's.

Mr. Amante asked why the reserved area for 14 sites was smaller than the area shown for the 6 sites.
Justin Shimp of 148 Tanbark Drive in Afton is the engineer on the project. He explained that it was an
approximate area and that they had not fully laid the sites out. He added that due to topography the
second-phase sites would be closer together than the first-phase sites.

Chair Allen opened the public hearing at 7:19 PM.

Robert Bennett of 160 West Square Place in Richmond thanked the Planning Commission for the
Adjoining Property Owner letter he received. He explained that a little over a year ago land was cleared
right up to his property line. He explained that he did not know that this was a commercial project until
he received the letter from the County. He explained that if he came down Zinks Mill School Ln it was



impossible to turn around. He explained that if there was a forest fire there would be a challenge with
EMS vehicles trying to get down the road while people are trying to evacuate. He added that the
property was very steep and that the hardwood on the subject property was cut about 20-25 years ago.
He explained that there would be a chimney effect if there were a fire. He noted that with 20 sites the
fire risk goes up significantly. He asked the Planning Commission to defer to the local fire department for
their assessment of the risk. He noted that utilities were also in question but that they were beyond his
area of expertise. He explained that he is often on his property alone with very little cellphone coverage
to let people know if he is in trouble.

Marilyn Evans of 6005 North Fork Rd explained that her concerns are personal. She explained that she
agreed with Mr. Bennett that they have a very small volunteer fire department. She added that if there
were a camper up there that lost control of their fire the entire community would be in trouble. She
noted that she first met Mr. Bowman some time ago and welcomed him into their home. She explained
that he told her there would three cabins on the lower portion of the property and only personal
residences further back in the property. She added that there was no mention of a campground or
indication that it would be anything other than a personal residence. She added that she found this very
disingenuous and a concern to all who live on North Fork Rd.

Mr. Charles Kaye of 1454 Fork Mountain Ln showed where his property adjoined the applicant’s
property. He noted that the developers have done an impressive job putting the project together. He
added that was their job to convince the Board that it was a good thing to do. He added that they knew
it was a bad idea due to the amount of neighbors that had sent in their comments and showed up at the
public hearing. He explained that this would only benefit the developer who does not live in Montebello
permanently. He explained that this would change the use and development of the area. He explained
that the glamping campground would bring in the usual problems such as noise pollution, light pollution,
traffic, etc. He noted that this property would not provide employment for the area as claimed and that
it would. He also questioned how the property helped the housing shortage. He explained that the
existing campgrounds along Route 56 were empty during the current peak foliage season. He added that
he had seen a study recently that explained that any development does not produce net revenue but
requires increased property taxes. He explained that the sites would be near the property that he
bought for quiet enjoyment. He added that they bought their property five years ago for quiet
enjoyment. He added that the traffic issues had already been addressed and that they are small roads
that aren’t designed for this kind of traffic. He explained that there would be no way to keep people
from walking on their property to see the more interesting parts of the river. He noted that they are on
the top of the ridge where there are wind gusts up to 20-30 mph when it was as calm as it could be at
the base of the property. He noted that this project would help the applicants but not the community.

Jane Hoffman of 16406 Crabtree Falls Hwy noted that she spoke with their volunteer fire chief that
evening and that his concern was access. She noted that there is no possibility of a fire truck coming
down the one-lane North Fork Rd and allowing anyone else to get down the road. She added that this
was a proposal that snuck through while the community was not aware. She explained that she had not
heard about this project until a day and a half before the meeting. She asked for more time for the
community to provide input. She noted that there would be over 100 people that would be willing to say
that they do not support the proposal in any way, shape, or form. She noted that there are many people
that grew up on that mountain and considered this kind of project as an infringement on their rights as



founding members of the community. She added that the roads do not require the infrastructure
necessary for this kind of endeavor. She noted that this would be a travesty to the rural Nelson County
philosophy.

Chris Bowman of 6973 North Fork Rd explained that he and the other applicants did not try to sneak this
project through. He explained that since building the original cabins they realized the expense of getting
the concrete and workers up there. He added that they are trying to shift to a project that could be done
with less manpower and expense. He explained that he let the neighbors know after they were
approved last year that they would be building 9 cabins. He explained that issues like fire can be
addressed by clearing the area and providing fire pits with gravel surrounding them. He clarified that the
line shown on the plat is not a property line and that the property line is further down.

Jeri Lloyd of 9322 Rockfish Valley Hwy in Afton noted that she has concerns about this project. She
asked how camping could be seen as affordable housing. She added that glamping was not affordable
for the majority of people. She added that every cabin would have its own facility and questioned how
the facilities would be connected. She explained that the topography of that area was not conducive to
individual facilities. She noted that VDH noted that water usage in that area may exceed what is needed.
She noted that she heard there were 20 by-right cabins and 20 campsites. She explained that she was
confused because she had heard others reference 6 or 14 cabins. She added that the developer has
other projects approved by the county that have not been completed. She noted that she did not think
the project was well thought out and that there needed to be more community involvement. She noted
that she hoped the Planning Commission would vote no.

Chair Allen closed the public hearing at 7:36

Mr. Hauschner asked if the 20 sites were in addition to the 9 cabins that were by-right. Ms. Hjulstrom
explained that the 9 cabins were by right and had already been approved on a Major Site Plan. She
added that the two additional cabins were also by-right but that the 20 proposed campsites require the
Special Use Permit. Ms. Proulx asked how many cabins they could have by right. Ms. Hjulstrom
explained that with 100 acres they could potentially have 50 cabins by right if they were able to obtain
VDH, VDOT, and other applicable approvals. Mr. Reed asked if it were common to not show the second
phase of a project in detail. Ms. Hjulstrom explained that it had been done before when pursuing a
Special Use Permit. She noted that they would need to be in detail before they could obtain final site
plan approval.

Ms. Proulx noted that she was not comfortable with the project. She added VDOT looked simply at site
distance and how wide the entrance had to be. She explained that they do not evaluate safety
considerations like emergency service accessibility. Ms. Hjulstrom added that the Director of Emergency
Services, John Adkins, had asked that fire and emergency services would be able to access the property.
Chair Allen noted that fire and emergency services want access to everything. She noted that there was
one access to the site.

Mr. Hauschner noted that the waterway in that location is sensitive. He pointed out that any
disturbance could affect the stocked and native trout in that area. He added that the character of the
area did not match with the scope of the proposal. Mr. Amante noted that they could build 6 more



cabins by right and not need the Special Use Permit. Chair Allen noted that they could still build those
additional cabins by right on top of the Special Use Permit for the campground. Mr. Amante questioned
whether they could limit the number of campsites. Chair Allen noted that they could make the
recommendation that it be less than 20 sites. Mr. Harman noted that he was not in favor of this
campground, he explained that it did not fit the area and the roads would not accommodate it. He
added that there were a lot of issues with the Special Use Permit. He added that they need to fix the by
right usage for the future. Ms. Proulx agreed and referenced when the same issue came up with
Rockfish Ranch. Mr. Amante questioned if that was a state regulation. Ms. Hjulstrom noted that it came
from the Zoning Ordinance. Mr. Reed noted that some time in the next year they would be having
zoning discussions and proposals from the Planning Department to make changes to the Zoning
Ordinance. He explained that this was an example of one of the things that needed to be fixed. He
added that he was not in favor of the proposal. Mr. Amante noted that he was not in favor of the project
but that he was trying to point out that they could build 6 more cabins by right instead of the 6
campsites. Chair Allen noted that they did not need to add a Special Use Permit on top of by right uses
that they wished to make changes to. Ms. Proulx added that it would be more expensive for the
applicants to build cabins.

Mr. Harman made a motion to recommend denial of SUP 1050 for a Campground. Mr. Hauschner
seconded the motion.

Yes:

Phil Proulx

Robin Hauschner
Mary Kathryn Allen
Chuck Amante
Mike Harman

Ernie Reed

SUP 1044 — Campground:

Ms. Hjulstrom presented the following information:
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Ms. Hjulstrom added that VDOT had the following comment:
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Ms. Hjulstrom added

VDH had the
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J. H. Fitzgerald Jr. of 266 Big Rock Rd in Tyro is the applicant and owner. Mr. Harman asked if there was a
by right use involved. Ms. Hjulstrom explained that there are no by right uses being reviewed and the

14



application was specifically for a two-site campground. She added that the parcel does not show up on
the GIS but that it did have a plat and title card to confirm it existed. Ms. Hjulstrom also noted that the
tiny houses were to be treated as travel trailers due to them being on wheels and temporary in nature.
She explained that if the tiny houses were put on foundations they would need to be brought up to the
standards of a dwelling and comply with regulations for dwellings.

Chair Allen asked if Mr. Fitzgerald had had to move the existing tiny houses on the neighboring parcel.
Mr. Fitzgerald noted that he had not had to move them. Chair Allen asked if Mr. Fitzgerald had placed
both tiny houses that he was approved for on the neighboring parcel. Mr. Fitzgerald confirmed that he
had. Mr. Amante asked if there were a separate septic and drain field. Mr. Fitzgerald explained that one
site would use the same drain field as the existing two sites where the other one might be utilized for
trailers that have their own sewer and water facilities. Ms. Hjulstrom noted that one of the staff’s
recommendations was that the units shall be provided by the property owner. She explained that the
Planning Commission could remove this recommendation to allow Mr. Fitzgerald to have campers bring
their own unit. Mr. Fitzgerald noted that he was ok with that condition and could utilize his own unit.
Mr. Hauschner asked if these units were separate from what was already approved. Ms. Hjulstrom
explained that two sites had been approved on one parcel and this application was for two sites on the
adjacent vacant parcel.

Chair Allen opened the public hearing at 7:58 PM

Jeri Lloyd of 9322 Rockfish Valley Hwy noted that this property is less than an acre. She explained that
Hurricane Camille wiped out everything in that area. She added that the property was in the floodplain.
She asked what would be utilized for water and septic. She questioned cramming two campsites on less
than an acre. She questioned why she could not put a house on an acre of land. She noted that if you
were to go driving up that road seeing all of those little tiny trailers would be horrible.

Chair Allen closed the public hearing at 8:00 PM

Mr. Amante explained that his issue with the previous application was having a septic system in the
floodplain but that it already exists. He added that he did not see a problem with the application. Ms.
Proulx noted that the tiny houses could be moved in the case of a flood. She added that she liked the
condition that the units be provided by the property owner. Mr. Harman noted that they were going to
see applications like this popping up all over the place. He noted that they need to evaluate the situation
as a planning body. Mr. Hauschner noted that he is more amenable to transient lodging that did not
utilize a dwelling. He added that he is afraid of setting a precedent for more campgrounds. He noted
that until the county puts some stricter regulations on short-term rentals, he is not into the idea of
issuing more Special Use Permits for short-term rentals in any form. Mr. Amante noted that the short-
term rental problem is everywhere. He questioned where and how they could address this issue. He
added that he has the same issue with cellphone towers where everyone wants one now. Mr. Reed
noted that as soon as they get an approved Comprehensive Plan, they will get recommendations from
staff and look at potential zoning options.

15



Chair Allen noted that she didn’t have a big problem with this application due to this being a property
where you could not build a house. She added that with the owner providing the unit, it would be more
appealing than the alternative. Ms. Proulx noted that she was okay with the application with the two
conditions recommended.

Mr. Amante made a motion to recommend approval of SUP #1044 for a campground with the
following conditions:

1. There shall be no more than 2 sites, and the 2 units shall be provided by the property
owner.
2. The sites shall be serviced by adequate water and septic facilities to be occupied.

Ms. Proulx seconded the motion.
Yes:

Mary Kathryn Allen

Phil Proulx

Ernie Reed

Chuck Amante

No:

Mike Harman

Board of Supervisors Report:

Mr. Reed noted that the next Route 151 Corridor Study Meeting would be November 1°. from 4-6 PM at
the Rockfish Valley Community Center. Mr. Reed noted that the Service Authority had just received a
$250,000 grant to add the sewer and water systems to the GIS. He noted that the Board denied SUP 998
for a vacation house and approved SUP 1005 for a one-site campground. Ms. Proulx noted that there is a
sign on the parcel for SUP 998 that says “Two Chicks”.

Ms. Proulx made a motion to adjourn at 8:16 PM. Harman seconded the motion.
Yes:

Mike Harman

Ernie Reed

Phil Proulx

Robin Hauschner
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Mary Kathryn Allen

Chuck Amante

Respectfully submitted,

Hulot=—

Emily Hjulstrom

Planner/Secretary, Planning & Zoning
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Founded in 2019, the Savion U.S. based company Over 190 employees
team is comprised of utility-scale headquartered in Kansas City, MO, providing comprehensive services at
solar and energy storage with projects in various phases each phase of renewable energy

development experts. across 33 states. project development.
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Projects Portfolio

Solar and Energy Storage in Solar in Development Energy Storage in Development

Operation/Under
Construction/Contracted

2,658 MW 19,651 MW 14,544 MW
33 Projects 89 Projects 80 Projects
13 States 27 States 27 States




How Solar Energy Works

Project Details
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= Cost-Effective

Solar power is not only cost-competitive with conventional electric generation—it hedges against fluctuating fuel and transportation cost risks.

Reliable

Solar photovoltaic systems demonstrate high availability levels and provide reliable power during peak electrical demand periods.

Sustainable

Creates Grid Diversification

Solar power provides additional diversification to the nation’s electric generation mix and increases stability and security of the electric grid.

Produces Positive Economic Impacts

Solar power electric generation contributes to the economic revitalization of local communities through increases to the local tax base,

6_—'2/ Solar photovoltaic systems produce sustainable, clean electricity, which significantly reduces atmospheric emissions.

creating an influx of new funding to local schools, and dollars for the local community during the construction process.
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. Projects take 4-7 years from inception to construction

e  Early-Stage

. Sign agreements with landowners

. Desktop Environmental Studies

. File interconnection application
*  Mid-Stage

. Permitting — State and/or Local as required

. Transmission System Impact Study

. Field Environmental Studies —Threatened & Endangered Species, Wetlands
* Late-Stage

. Signed Utility Sale Agreement (PPA or purchase)

. Design and Engineering

. Procurement

. Transmission Facility Study and Interconnection Agreement

o Construction



Project Details
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Solar

s Lo * Proposed 90 MW Solar Project

Eo@':,':‘g e Equivalent to powering ~14,000 VA Homes
CICE
IZH%\E\

Interconnection
e POI: AEP Gladstone Substation

Site Control and Permitting
 Project Site 100% secured
e Large timber tract in rural area
* No significant environmental issues

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL
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High Local Economic Impact — Property Tax for a 90 MW project
* Increased revenue to Nelson County
*  Estimated $8.04 MM in tax revenue to Nelson County over the expected 40-year project life
*  Approximately $140,000/ year

No cost impact to local school districts, public infrastructure, or emergency services.
* No Stress on local infrastructure or sewer (no heavy haul or general traffic increase caused by ongoing
Project operation)
*  Minimal water use
*  Project will be a “silent revenue generator” for Nelson County (no noise or emissions)

Construction benefits
e ~250 direct and indirect construction jobs through construction; local labor used as available
* Local companies such as landscapers, printers used directly for project needs
*  Approximately 1 year of increased revenues to local business such as equipment rentals, hotels,
restaurants, gas stations etc.
e 2-5permanent O&M jobs plus indirect services
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Site Control Field Studies Special Use

State Permit State Permit Construction Commercial
Secured Permit Submittal Issuance Start Operation
Submittal Date
0—0—=O O——O0—0—0
Aug 2022 July 2023-Present January 2024 June 2024 June 2025 April 2026 March 2027

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL
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Studies & Reports

Phase | Environmental Assessment
Threatened & Endangered Species Review
Traffic Study

Decommissioning Plan

Glint/Glare Analysis

Landscape Screening Plan

Biological Habitat Assessment

Wetland Delineation

Cultural Resource Studies

Geotechnical Review & Hydrology Study

Special Use Permit (Nelson County)

15.2-2232 Substantially in Accord Determination (Nelson County)
Permit By Rule (VA DEQ)

Jurisdictional Determination (US Army Corps of Engineers)
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (VA DEQ)
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VA Department Of Environmental Quality
* DEQ enables the construction and operation of renewable energy projects of 150 megawatts and less.
DEQ’s regulations take the form of permits by rule (PBR). Facilities can obtain authorization from DEQ
by agreeing to comply with all the construction and operating requirements of the specific PBR.

Analysis of beneficial and adverse impacts on natural resources
* Analysis to Wildlife (Wildlife report and map from Virginia Fish and Wildlife)
* Analysis of Historical resources (compilation of known historic resources, Architectural Survey &
Archaeological Survey)
* Analysis of other Natural Resources

Public Input
* Notice in local newspaper
*  30-day comment period
e  Public meeting (held after 30-day comment period)
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Jeannine Johnson Lauren Devine
Development Manager Senior Permitting & Environmental Manager
Savion, LLC Savion, LLC

jjohnson@savionenergy.com |devine@savionenergy.com



Disclaimer

“Savion” refers to Savion, LLC, a Shell Group portfolio company operating on a stand-alone basis.

This confidential presentation has been prepared by [Savion] (the “Company”) solely for informational purposes. This presentation is being furnished to the recipient in connection with assessing its interest in a
potential transaction involving the Company (the “Transaction”). As a result, it is preliminary in nature and provided for discussion purposes only. The presentation does not purport to contain all of the
information that a prospective investor may require in making an investment decision, and the recipient may not rely upon this presentation in evaluating the merits of any Transaction with the Company or its
affiliates.

This presentation contains confidential information. By accepting this presentation, the recipient agrees that all of the information contained herein will be kept confidential and the recipient will not use this
information for any purpose other than considering the Transaction. The recipient agrees that it will not copy or reproduce the contents of this presentation, nor disclose or distribute the contents of this
presentation to any third party, in whole or in part, other than to persons who are advising the recipient in connection with its evaluation of the Transaction and who agree to keep such information confidential.

Savion, LLC, its affiliates and any of its and their respective employees, directors, officers, contractors, consultants, advisors, members, successors, representatives and agents (collectively, its “Representatives”)
are not responsible for the information in this presentation and do not make any representation or warranty, express or implied, as to the accuracy or completeness of the information contained in this
presentation, nor has Savion or its Representatives acted on the recipient’s behalf to independently verify the information in this presentation. Savion and its Representatives cannot assure the recipient that the
information in this presentation is accurate or complete and shall have no liability for this presentation or for any representations (expressed or implied) contained in, or for any omissions from, this presentation
or any other written or oral communications transmitted to the recipient in the course of its evaluation of the Transaction. The only representations upon which the recipient may rely will be those contained in
the definitive agreement relating to the Transaction.

This presentation does not constitute an offer to sell or a solicitation of an offer to buy any securities or to participate in any Transaction. It is an outline of matters for discussion only. Any person receiving this
presentation and wishing to affect the Transaction contemplated hereby, must do so in accordance with applicable law. This presentation is not intended for distribution to, or use by, any person or entity in any
location where such distribution or use would be contrary to law or regulation, or which would subject Savion or its affiliates to any registration requirement or similar regulation or governmental requirement
within such location. Any Transaction implementing any proposal discussed in this presentation shall be exclusively upon the terms and subject to the conditions set out in the definitive transaction agreements.
Neither the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission nor any U.S. or non-U.S. state securities commission has approved or disapproved of the Transaction contemplated hereby or determined if this
presentation is truthful or complete. Any representation to the contrary is a criminal offense.

By accepting this presentation, the recipient agrees that neither the recipient nor the recipient’s agents or representatives will directly contact the Company, its affiliates or any of its or its affiliates’ respective
directors, officers, employees, shareholders, customers, vendors, consultants, advisors, representatives, agents or related parties at any time with respect to the Transaction or the information contained herein.

All inquiries with respect to the presentation should be directed to: Savion Marketing
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Nelson County

Planning Commission

To: Planning Commission

From: Dylan M. Bishop, Director of Planning & Zoning o2&

Date: January 24, 2024

Re: SUP #1085 — Campground (2 sites) — 5032 Rockfish Valley Hwy (Faber)

BACKGROUND: This is a request for a special use permit on property zoned A-1 Agriculture
for a campground use for two (2) sites on two (2) adjacent parcels.

Public Hearings Scheduled: P/C — January 24; Board — February 13 (tentative)
Location / Election District: Rockfish Valley Hwy, Faber / North Election District
Tax Map Number(s) / Total acreage: 22-A-59, 59D / 2.001, 2.00 acres +/-

Applicant/Owner Contact Information: Kelly A. Kahle, P.O. Box 448, Sherman, NY 14781,
434-262-2639, kellyakahle@gmail.com

Comments: These two adjacent properties are primarily wooded. A third adjacent parcel also
owned by the applicant contains an existing cabin that the owner intends to secure a certificate
of occupancy for and utilize as their primary dwelling.

The owner is proposing to establish two campsites — one on each lot. Lot 59D would contain a
“yome” or “yurt home”, and a teepee style tent on Lot 59. These short term lodging options that
are not offered within an approved dwelling are classified as a campground use and require a
special use permit. According to the narrative and site plan, there is a shared parking area for
both of the sites, and guests will access the individual sites by foot along the south property
lines. The narrative indicates that they intend to hire out for property maintenance, lawn
maintenance, and property management.

DISCUSSION:

Land Use / Floodplain: This area is agricultural and residential in nature, and is adjacent to
Rockfish Presbyterian Church. These properties are located south of the Route 6 / Route 151
intersection, and north of the Wintergreen development on the east side of Route 151. There
are no floodplains located on the property. This property is also located within the South
Rockfish Valley Rural Historic District, although there are no County regulations or implications
associated with this fact.



Access and Parking: The property is accessed by an existing commercial entrance on Route
151 that is shared with Rockfish Presbyterian Church. According to the application, guests will
use the existing entrance to the property where a shared parking area would provide sufficient
parking for the proposed use. An abandoned right-of-way along a utility easement along the
southern property boundaries to access the sites is currently grass. VDOT indicated that they do
not have any comments; that utilizing the existing commercial entrance will have no impact to
Route 151.

Utilities: The narrative provided indicates that each site will have a camping toilet and self-
contained sink station. Comments from the Health Department indicate that with two (2) sites,
there is no VDH requirement for permanent sewage disposal or water supply. The applicant
informed the Health Department that they plan to contract with a local company to provide and
service a portable toilet and hand wash station, and to provide commercially available drinking
water. The Zoning Ordinance definition for a campground use requires the provision of potable
water and sanitary facilities.

Comprehensive Plan: In the 2002 Comprehensive Plan, this area is designated as Rural and
Farming on the Future Land Use Map. This district would promote agricultural uses and
compatible open space uses but discourage large scale residential development and
commercial development that would conflict with agricultural uses. The Rural and Farming
District would permit small scale industrial and service uses that complement agriculture.
Protection of usable farmland should be encouraged.

RECOMMENDATION: The approval of special use permits should be based on the following
factors:

1. The use shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of development
of the area or community in which it proposed to locate.

2. The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right in the zoning district and
shall not affect adversely the use of neighboring property.

3. The proposed use shall be adequately served by essential public or private water and
sewer facilities.

4. The proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or damage or any feature
determined to be of significant ecological, scenic or historical importance.

Should the Planning Commission recommend approval of SUP #1085 for a campground, staff
recommends consideration/discussion of the following conditions:

1. There shall be no more than two (2) sites, and the accommaodations shall be provided by
the property owner.

2. Any lighting shall be directional and glare shielded to prevent light pollution onto
adjacent properties and roadways and to protect the dark night sky.

3. There shall be no more than six (6) guests on these two (2) properties at any one time.

4. Fencing shall be installed along the southern property boundaries (discuss height and
material).



5. There shall be no fire of any kind (including but not limited to campfire rings, grills, etc.)
permitted on these two (2) properties.

6. Campsites shall be setback a minimum of 50’ from the southern property boundary.

Attachments:
Application
Narrative

Site Plan

Photos

Zoning Map
Historic District Map
Public Comments



PERMIT APPLICATION:

Nelson County Department of Planning & Zoning

s

TO THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR: 8’[;2“(1\ USE /Qrm l‘% #_ lOgB

application type application number

1. The undersigned hereby petitions the Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors for approval
of the following (check appropriate box):

Special Use Permit O Subdivision

O Rezoning from to O Site Plan — Minor
O Conditional Rezoning from to O Site Plan — Major
O Other:

Reason(s) for request:

2 .S;—le CamchfhuﬂJ

(Please use reverse or attach additional sheet if more space is needed.)

2. Applicant(s) and Property Owner(s):
(Please provide names of applicants and property owners and indicate applicable title; if applicant is not the
property owner, please show relationship, i.e. lessee, contract purchaser, etc.)

vt Broperyomer Newe ¢ oo

|
Mailing Address: ) Yo% Ugg Sharmain N \’( 1] 17 !
Telephone #:4 Bmz 219301 Email Address: el v o _Kq],\l{@ O fvwe . l i .0 N

Relationship (if applicable):

O Applicant O Property Owner ~ Name:

Mailing Address:

Telephone #: Email Address:

Relationship (if applicable):

(Please attach additional sheet if more space is needed for applicant(s) / property owner(s) info.)



3. Location and Characteristics of Subject Property:

a. Address of Property (specific location, route numbers, street names, voting district, etc.):
5032 Beck-bish Vgiley il y

b. Official tax map number: 22~ /A\ 66((& 03(3224 5?DL3

c. Acreage of property: é qeres ‘h 3 2 gcre fo f—c 22’ "5q < 2‘”\

d. Present use: Prvodte R&cs, ' GLG—Y'\, (S

e. Present zoning classification: /&\_i_

f. Zoning classification of surrounding properties: A_l

4. Affidavit: The undersigned applicant(s) and/or property owner(s) certifies that this application and the
foregoing answers, statements, and other information herewith submitted are, in all respects, true and correct to
the best of their knowledge and belief. Also, the applicant(s) and/or property owner(s) gives permission for
members of the Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, and County Staff to visit and view the subject

=y £
Signatur ,U",lr 67\}‘-/(9\ Printed Name: e lly A. Kanle—

Signature: Printed Name:

(Please attach additional sheet if more space is needed for applicant(s) / property owner(s) signatures.)

5. Additional information: (Please attach separate sheet for additional details, explanations, etc.)

6. Please note: In the event of cancellation or postponement at your request after the initial newspaper
advertisement for this application, an additional fee will apply for re-advertisement (determined by the actual cost
of the ad). This fee will not apply in cases of Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors deferment.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING & ZONING STAFF

Pursuant to Article » Section of the Nelson County Zoning Ordinance.
Pursuant to Section » Subsection of the Nelson County Subdivision Ordinance.
o Completed application and fee ($_ 200 ) received on (0 - 7252052 3
o Hearing Notice published on

o Planning Commission action: Date of Meeting / Hearing:
Recommendation:

o Board of Supervisors action: Date of Hearing: Date of Decision:
Action:

Nelson County Planning & Zoning Department

(Mailing Address) P.O. Box 558, Lovingston, Virginia 22949 | (Physical Address) 80 Front Street, Lovingston, Virginia 22949
(Telephone Number) 434 263-7090 or Toll Free 888 662-9400, selections 4 & 1 | (Fax Number) 434 263-7086
http://www.nelsoncounty-va. gov/departments/planning-zoning/




Members of the Board of Supervisors:

| am requesting a special special use permit for two primitive campsites adjoining the lots to my
permanent residence consisting of a Cheyenne style tipi, and Yome (geodesic dome with Yurt roof is
more efficient and structurally sound) both 20 feet in diameter and 304.7 square feet accommodating
two guests per structure. The temporary structures will be on treated deck platforms and taken down for
storage during the winters. The soil disruption will consist of 8 deck plugs and less than 5 trees less than
8 inches in caliber. This location of a prior business from 2007 to 2011 of a 25 x 50’ greenhouse (known
as Kelly’s Garden Center and Florist: the little cottage is a known landmark as the Christmas Cottage). A
full-service floral shop zoned Agricultural (A1), it was approved for the traffic flow by VDOT and has a
parking area of 40 x 20. There were never any accidents on site. As mentioned, the site is both a previous
and existing business (Rockfish Valley Presbyterian Church Inc.) utilizing an existing commercial entry.
There is a shared parking area for both the sites at a site prepared for a pole barn in 2007 measuring in
excess of 25x40 sq’. Visitors will access the individual sites by foot along the south of the property as
indicated on the measurements on the site plan. This site nor the parking areas is not visible from the
road or adjoining properties, as it is 40 feet into the wooded area. The sites will be placed at the edge of
woods to benefit the shade and overlook the view of the meadow and Pilot Mountain. SEE Site plan This
also allows for controlled development while providing passive income to an otherwise disabled
individual who would otherwise potentially need to sell the lots in an area not earmarked in the
Comprehensive Plan 2042 for residential development.

A handicap accessible latrine with a handwashing station will be located 30’ to the left of
the parking area and serviced weekly. Commercially available drinking water will be
available for drinking, in accordance with local Health Department regulations.

Campfires are not permitted, however there is a water pipe on the property less than 50° from
the sites parking area and the upper lots also have electric infostructure onsite. The wintergreen
Fire Department is 2.7 miles from the property and there is a 25-10° ditch that serves as a fire
break between the adjoining property that is also equipped with fire sprinklers.

Loving Care Landscaping & Handyman Services is employed to perform property
maintenance. Eastside Lawn Services LLC for lawn services and Cindy Terres as the Property
Manager. Anyone of them can be onsite within thirty minutes should a need arise.

It is important as a historically registered property to be maintain the forested area to its natural
beauty of mature hardwoods that produce the now scarce white and red oak acorns (quercus alba
and rubrus) or Forestry Department has asked people to collect and donate as well as the native
wildlife. The property overlooks an active agriculture field in the backdrop of our mountains for
guests to prevue and appreciate the rural side of life here in Nelson County while being close to
all it has to offer.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Kelly A. Kahle
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Emily Hjulstrom

From: jill raveritt.com <jill@raveritt.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2023 8:51 AM
To: Ernie Reed; robin.hauschner@gmail.com
Cc: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: Special use permit #1085

Dear Ernie and Robin,
| would like to request that you deny the proposed SUP #1085 Campground permit that abuts Rockfish Presbyterian
Church.

| attend RPC regularly for the 8am outdoor service. | am concerned that having campers in close proximity will disturb
our overall experience of worship outside. With no one on the premises for the campers quiet time would be difficult to
enforce.

| understand there is no septic, water or electricity on site. With the church being so close | am concerned that campers
would be accessing the churches water and electrical resources near the garden or the church. Having additional outside
access and activity on church grounds is an additional liability for the church that it does not currently have.

Recently the airbnb next to us lite off mortar fireworks at 1:30am in the middle of the night during the drought we are
having. We walked through the forest up to the house they were staying in within minutes of the fireworks. When we
talked with them about it they said “nobody lived around here” and, “we didn’t know you were in a drought?” At the
campsites, having campfires with no water source to put out the fire when finished is very dangerous. RPC is of historical
significance and we should all take particular care in protecting this site.

Kindly,

Jill Averitt

88 Grace Glen
Nellysford, VA 22958
434-262-3417



Emily Hjulstrom

From: Leslie Buchanan <lillybean.lb@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 3:28 PM

To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: Re planning commission meeting 11/15

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender lillybean.lb@
gmail.com

Nelson County Planning Commission
Nelson County Board of Supervisors

As a fifty year resident of Nelson County, I am writing this letter to you today to ask that you deny a special use
permit #1085 for a campground on route 151 just south of the route 6 junction.

First, I am concerned that this campground will negatively impact the neighbors of the property, and second I
am concerned about pop up zoning changes which impact the integrity of zoning in the county.

I am a member of Rockfish Presbyterian Church, the neighbor of this proposed campground. Just adjacent to
the area described for a campground, we have two important ongoing projects to help to feed the hungry and
heat the homes of those in need. We have a wood pile in which our volunteers work tirelessly cutting and
splitting firewood in order that a number of Nelson County residents have enough wood to keep their homes
warm. Additionally, we have a 50x75 foot vegetable garden where our volunteers raise an average of 1000
pounds of vegetables each year. Some of the vegetables are directly distributed to those in need of fresh food,
and the remainder is sold to raise money to feed hungry people in developing countries. Without proper
monitoring of the campers, | fear that our resources may be pilfered, that our water supply may be
contaminated, and with a worse case scenario that an unattended campfire may easily destroy years and years of
future work done for the residents of this county. Although the church building itself is a ways away, there is
always a strong wind blowing in that open space which could so easily blow a small untended fire through the
historic graveyard, hundreds of years old oak trees and threaten our very old beautiful church.

The second important reason that I ask that you deny this special use permit is that continuing to grant small
zoning changes such as these has a very negative impact on the county. If one cannot trust that living in a
residential area, or starting a farm in an area zoned for farming will not be corrupted by for-profit pop-up
businesses which change the character of the area, then what good are zoning regulations?

Thank you for your consideration of my appeal.

Sincerely Yours

Leslie Buchanan



Emily Hjulstrom

From: Michael Chambers <chambersmj53@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, November 12, 2023 6:44 PM

To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Cc: Chambers Michael

Subject: Rockfish Presbyterian Church Abutting Owner to Proposed SUP #1085 Campground

To the Nelson County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors:

The Rockfish Presbyterian Church (RPC) property contains an historic cemetery. The oldest known person
interred in the RPC Cemetery is Samuel Woods (1727 - 1781) who was a soldier in the Revolutionary

War. There are a total of 37 known Veterans of the United States Armed Services interred in the RPC
Cemetery. There are 434 known graves in the RPC Cemetery which is at least 242 years old.

One of the criteria for a special use permit is that the proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or
damage of any feature determined to be of significant ecological, scenic or historic importance.

Having transient campers in temporary structures adjacent to the RPC Cemetery will impact the established
historic atmosphere of quiet respect, serenity, and reverence in the surroundings that is maintained for the past
and present family members of the dead buried in the Rockfish Presbyterian Church graveyard.

With respect,

Michael J. Chambers

Co-Chairman, RPC Cemetery Ministry
501 Bryant Mountain Rd.

Roseland, VA 22967

434 241 6456
ChambersMJ53@gmail.com



Rockfish Presbyterian Church
5016 Rockfish Valley Highway
Nellysford, VA 22958

November 7, 2023
BY EMAIL AND BY HAND DELIVERY

Nelson County Planning Commission
80 Front Street

P.O. Box 558

Lovingston, VA 22949

Re: Special Use Permit Application # 1085 Campground (Kelly Kahle)

Members of the Planning Commission,

This letter is a unanimous request by the Board of Directors of Rockfish Presbyterian Church, Inc., Elders
of the Session and the Trustees of Rockfish Presbyterian Church. We are writing to urge vou to defer the
public hearing on Special Use Permit Application #1085 until the December, 2023 Commission
meeting. Rockfish Presbyterian Church, Inc. is an adjacent owner and shares an entrance onto Route 151
with this proposed campground. We only learned of this application on Friday and do not have sufficient
time to understand and consider the impacts on our 277 year old church. See Exhibit 1. We were only
able to get a small group to meet late Monday afternoon to try to grasp what needed to be done, and
with all the missing information and input, and the need to respond for the information package to be
sent to the Members of this Commission the very next day, concluded that in the interests of equity,
fairness and due process we should propose to all the corporate Directors, the Session Members and
the Trustees, that we urgently seek this deferral for just one month to consider and prepare a reasoned
response. The vote was unanimous by all.

Also on Monday, November 6, a request for a delay was made directly to the applicant in order that we
might gather more information. She declined, repeatedly stating she did not understand why we would
have any concerns, and with threats to interfere with access to the church, alleging we did not have legal
access rights. We firmly believe that to be wrong, but have had inadequate time to locate and review all
relevant documents. See Exhibit 2.

We understand that, per the Nelson County Zoning Ordinance, special use permit applications are
reviewed using four criteria (Sec. 12-3-2). Each of these criteria relates to impacts of the use upon our
historic church. The Rockfish Meeting House Church was established in 1746, making it one of the oldest
Presbyterian churches in the region.

We request sufficient time for due diligence to understand the impact of the proposed use on our church
based on all four criteria:

a. The use shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of development of the
area or community in which it proposes to locate;

b. The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right in the zoning district and shall not
affect adversely the use of neighboring property;



¢. The proposed use shall be adequately served by essential public or private services such as
streets, drainage facilities, fire protection and public or private water and sewer facilities; and

d. The proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any feature determined to
be of significant ecological, scenic or historic importance.

Thus, there are issues which we believe need to be addressed in connection with this application,
including but not limited to the following:

* Whether the proposed use is adequately served by fire protection.

* Whether the proposed use is adequately served by private water and sewer facilities and
protects adjacent and nearby water source wells {see also the definition of “campground.”)

* How the proposed use will be managed by someone onsite to assure that it will not adversely
affect the existing use of our property. (Our property is used every day of the week, both inside
the building and outside in the pavilion, playground and cemetery areas.)

* How private streets, such as our common entrance and a common portion of the driveway, will
be able to accommodate traffic to the proposed campground as well as traffic to the church.

We request that you defer this application to the late December, 2023 Planning Commission meeting.

Respectfully yours, unanimously,
Rockfish Presbyterian Church, Inc., by its Board of Directors,
The Session of Rockfish Presbyterian Church, and

The Trustees of Rockfish Presbyterian Church

By s/ Cﬁc@m D 2 —

Susan D. Fulton, Secretary of the Corporation and Clerk of the Session,

s/ /s/
Judy S. Smythers, Trustee David M. Lawson, Trustee
/s

Harris T. Luscomb, Trustee

Signed in several counterparts for the original, hand delivered copy.
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JudyS. S thers rustee David M. Lawson, Trustee

» mmﬁ )

Harris T. L comb, Trustee

Signed in several counterparts for the original, hand delivered copy.






FRANEYT -

November 7, 2023
BY EMAIL

Dear Ms. Kahle,

Unfortunately, we were totally unaware of and did not receive any
information about you or your plans prior to your email to Reverend
Manchester on Friday, November 3 at 1pm. Her day off is Friday, so your
email was not read until the weekend. We reached out to you on Monday,
November 6 as we scrambled to get some members together in hopes to
better understand your intentions and to walk the property. You were
unable to meet with us. You also made several verbal threats that if we did
not go along with your plan, “things would not go well for the church.” This
was said several times in both conversations with our member, Amelia.
This did not inspire confidence.

We also then learned that we had only until Tuesday morning to send in
comments to the Planning Commission. When informed of your plans, the
Board of Directors of Rockfish Presbyterian Church, Inc., unanimously
agreed that we needed to seek a deferral so we can adequately address
several aspects of your requested planned usage that are likely to impact
us.

It is not our desire to be unsupportive neighbors, however, you have made
the timing very difficult, and we do need to have a complete understanding
of your Special Permit Application and how your proposed business plan
will affect Rockfish Presbyterian Church, a church that has been in place
for 277 years and serves the Nelson community in many ways. We ask for
your understanding of our position, and obligation to our members, and
look forward to reviewing the plans more fully in the future.

Kindly direct all replies and future communications to this email address.
Respectfully,

The Session of Rockfish Presbyterian Church, and
Rockfish Presbyterian Church, Inc.



Emily Hjulstrom

From: Kenneth Engebretson <ken.engebretson@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 3:00 PM

To: dbishop@nelsoncounty.gov; Emily Hjulstrom

Cc: Amelia McCulley; sluscomb5@gmail.com

Subject: Proposed Special Use Permit # 1085 Campground

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender ken.engebretson@
verizon.net

Mr Bishop and Ms Hjulstrom,

I am a resident of Nelson County and the chairperson of the Facilities Management Committee at Rockfish
Presbyterian Church. In that role of responsibility, I am especially concerned with several aspects of this
application for a Special Use Permit.

Our church is designated as an historic site, given that it was started in 1746, and the graveyard attests to that
age, containing a Revolutionary War veteran and several from the Civil War. Our main outbuilding is a pavilion
in which we hold church services and other events throughout the year. We are adjacent to forests and actively
farmed hayfields as well as several large trees near the main church building which was erected before the Civil
War.

My greatest concern is the potential for a campfire to accidentally spread to a field or wooded area, and with
any wind, quickly reach our church structures. There is no water source on the proposed campsites/parcels, so
extinguishing a rapidly spreading fire would be impossible until fire trucks could respond. Their access to those
lots is also not possible as there is no roadway leading to the proposed campsites. This certainly does not meet
the requirement to be “adequately served by essential public or private services such as streets, drainage
facilities, fire protection and public or private water and sewer facilities...” (from Section 12-3-2 of the Nelson
County Zoning Ordinance). All it would take is one accident to potentially damage or destroy some or all of our
historic church structures.

Another concern, also covered under the same Nelson County Zoning Ordinance regards water and sewage
facilities for the campsites. The proposed method of supplying “a self-contained sink station with a five-gallon
capacity for their water and sanitary needs and disposed of in an existing septic system...” is not a true
statement. There is NO septic system on the property. And the only nearby water well is on the church property,
easily seen from the edge of the campground, near our church garden. That would be quite tempting for a
camper who has exhausted the five-gallon reservoir. And if the “camping toilet and Neptune biodegradable gel
pack” becomes unusable or full, where will the human waste be deposited? Also, it was stated that the gel packs
will “be disposed in a waste receptacle”. Will that receptacle be bear-proof and what will be the frequency of
emptying it? In the hot summer, if not emptied frequently, the odor may waft its way onto our grounds, with it
reaching people who are on those grounds every day of the week.

An on-site property manager is evidently not going to be the case (no mention of this in the application), so how
will the above concerns be handled on a daily basis? Will trash be promptly picked up and the area checked for
litter that could blow onto the church property? Will campers complain about “noise” from Church Services or
other gatherings on Sundays or during special events that our church hosts?

For these obvious reasons, I urge the denial of this Permit or delay until these issues can be adequately
1



addressed.
Sincerely,

Ken Engebretson
218 Bland Wade Ln
Afton, VA 22920

757-561-3023



Harry L. (Lee) Goodrich
331 Wood Nettle Lane
Nellysford, Virginia 22958
(434) 770-3645 (cell)
lee9406@gmail.com
VIA EMAIL

November 11, 2023

Planning Commission
Nelson County, Virginia

Re: Proposed Special Use Permit #1085 Campground
Ladies and Gentlemen:

My wife and I are residents of Nelson County and members of Rockfish Presbyterian Church
(the “Church”), a landowner abutting the land which is the subject of the referenced permit (the
“Permit”). We write to request that the Planning Commission (the “Commission”)
recommend denial of the Permit. The basis for denial is the applicant’s failure to meet any of
the criteria which must be met in order to support its approval. Details are set forth in other
communications which have been and are being presented to the Commission on behalf of the
Church, with which we strongly agree. In this letter we wish to focus on a particular concern of
ours, which relates primarily to the following criterion for approval:

The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right in the zoning district and
shall not affect adversely the use of neighboring property.

A site visit is crucial in order to understand why the applicant has failed to satisfy, or even
address this important criterion. The proposed campsites are located on relatively small wooded
parcels backed by a busy highway, a residence, and another structure. Besides the Church
property, all of the surrounding properties consist of hay fields and woods - rural and basically
undeveloped. The Church property itself blends beautifully into this rural setting, consisting of a
historic building surrounded by a tree shaded cemetery containing graves dating back to the
American Revolution, an outdoor pavilion where worship services and picnics are held, a
playground, and open fields featuring a vegetable and flower garden, and a woodpile from which
Church members deliver wood to Nelson County residents who have no other source of heat in
the winter. The Church property as a whole lends itself to quiet, solitude, and communion with
nature and with God.

Without a doubt the proposed campground will “affect adversely the use of [the Church]
property.” A site visit and careful study of the plats will clearly demonstrate that there’s really
no place for campers to walk, play, or explore nature. The Church property will present an
irresistible expanse of open ground on which to walk, run the dog, play frisbee, and let the kids
burn off energy in the playground. While most campers will be good folks, inevitably there will



Planning Commission
November 11, 2023
Page 2

be a few unable to resist pilfering some fresh vegetables from the garden, or firewood from the
woodpile, both of which are located away from the Church building and near the proposed
campsites. A bold few will even feel free to enter the Church building, which unlike the
campground, has running water and clean and attractive restroom facilities.

It is certain that unrestricted access to the Church’s property will result in expense to the Church
for wear and tear and/or damage to facilities, or potential liability for any personal injuries or
damages suffered by campers while engaging in the unauthorized use of the Church’s property
and facilities.

Additionally, the presence of uninvited strangers on Church property may well discourage use of
facilities by members and friends who are concerned about safety and/or discouraged by the
change from a quiet, spiritual atmosphere to a more raucous, recreational environment. As noted
above, the vegetable and flower garden is located some distance from the Church building and
quite close to the proposed camping areas. The garden is most frequently tended by female
members, often in small groups or alone. How will the near proximity of unknown persons with
unrestricted access to the Church grounds impact on these activities?

There will be increased risk of unauthorized use of alcohol or drugs on Church property. There
will be an increased potential for vandalism of Church facilities, including the historic cemetery.
All of these things have future adverse implications for the Church’s insurance rates and
availability. The application does not address any of these issues. It is clear that the proposed
campground will adversely affect the use of the Church property.

We submit that it is patently unfair to impose these expenses and potential liabilities on the
Church and its members. How would any of us, as property owners, feel if a neighbor was
effectively granted unrestricted access to our property in connection with and in furtherance of
their business? None of us would stand for it. But that is effectively the position the Church will
be in if this application is approved. There is no way to fully mitigate the adverse effects we’ve
described. Accordingly, the only reasonable choice is to disapprove this application. !

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Harry L Goodrich

! In the event the Commission chooses to recommend approval of the application, it should not do so without
rigorous conditions requiring the applicant, at her expense, to restrict access of campers to Church property and
facilities, including but not limited to appropriate fencing and signage. The applicant should also acknowledge in
the permit conditions responsibility for any damages or injuries caused by campers improperly accessing Church
property and should undertake to maintain liability insurance with limits reasonably acceptable to the Church, and to
provide the Church with insurance certificates evidencing such coverage.



Emily Hjulstrom

From: patricia heggie <pwheggie@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 5:33 PM

To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: Concerns regarding application for Special Use Permit #1085

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender pwheggie@gmail.com

To:

The Nelson County Planning Commission

The Nelson County Board of Supervisors
From:
Patricia W. and W. Grant Heggie, Jr.

Date:
November 13, 2023

We are writing with regard to the proposed Special Use Permit #1085, for a campground next to the Rockfish
Presbyterian Church on Route 151, submitted by Kelly A. Kahle on October 15, 2023. Ms. Kahle, who submitted the
application, is the owner of the property and resides in New York.

We are extremely concerned about this application because the property on which the proposed campground would be
created, abuts the Rockfish Presbyterian Church property.

Based on our understanding of the intended use of Ms. Kahle’s property, the Special Use Permit application does not meet
the 4 requirements outlined in the Nelson County Zoning Ordinance.

The campsite, if allowed, WOULD change the character and established pattern of development of the area in which it is
located. This district is designed to accommodate farming, forestry, and limited residential use.

The campground WOULD NOT be in harmony with and has the potential to significantly, adversely, affect the Rockfish
Presbyterian Church property. The campground would have limited or no access to public services. Without public
water/private well, there will be limited water resources in event of fire. There will be no sewage/septic (no drainage
facilities); no electricity and limited street access (“mowed grass access from the street) which may be inadequate in rain,
inclement weather and/or emergency responders. There will be no on-site manager at the campground.



Rockfish Presbyterian Church is deemed to be of significant historic importance by the Virginia Department of Historic
Resources (per the marker at the entrance to the RPC property on route 151). The possibility of destruction, loss or
damage to the property, cemetery and/or church due to fire spreading from adjoining property, potential trespassing and

damage done by unsupervised campers and the potential impact on scenic and ecological feature of this historic church
are very real concerns.

As you consider this SU application, imagine the following:

e driving down 151, passing Rockfish Presbyterian church and the historic marker and at the same time seeing
RVs, tents and yurts abutting the church property;

e sitting outside at an early morning church service trying to hear the Pastor above sounds from campers;

e attending a funeral service in the RPC cemetery for a dear family member or friend and having to tune out sights
and sounds from a campground,;

e going to visit a grave of a loved one in the RPC cemetery and instead of the quietness and beauty of Rockfish
Presbyterian’s landscape, be disturbed by laugher, talking and music inappropriate to a moment of quiet
contemplation and reflection.

For these reasons, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors deny this
application.

Sincerely,
Patricia W. Heggie and W. G. Heggie, Jr.
93 Fox Run, Nellysford, VA 22958

Phone: 434-325-1254



Emily Hjulstrom

From: Linda Heuer <lheuer@icloud.com>

Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 11:55 AM

To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: Proposed Special Use Application 1085 3-Site Campground

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender lheuer@icloud.com

To: Planning Commission, Nelson County, Virginia

I have resided in Nelson County for 23 years and am a member of the historic Rockfish Presbyterian Church at
5016 Rockfish Valley Highway, which is an abutting owner to the proposed Special Use Permit for a 3-site
campground.

I request a deferral of action by the Planning Commission as the church did not receive adequate (or official)
notice prior to this week’s meeting.

I am very concerned that such a permit, running with the land, does not meet any of the 4 criteria necessary in
an A-1 zoning district and in fact could irreparably harm the character of the area surrounding it, being neither
farming, forestry, nor limited residential use.

Great potential for fire accompanies camping facilities.

The application does not address any required road, well, septic field, drainage, or toilet facility.

Any camping would require an onsite supervisor.

Such a development would adversely affect the church’s use of its outdoor pavillion for activities.

Its playground may lead campers to allow unsupervised use and possible injury.

In short, this proposal is not appropriate for this zone.
I firmly ask that it be deferred at this time and that the Commission make know directly to
Rockfish Presbyterian Church any further action on the matter.

Thank you for your consideration.

~Linda Gamble Heuer

Linda Heuer



Emily Hjulstrom

From: Mary Hopkins <mary.t.hopkins3@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 10:09 AM

To: Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: Rockfish Presbyterian Church Abutting Owner to Proposed SUP #1085 Campground

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender mary.t.hopkins3@
gmail.com

As a Nelson County resident and member and a current Ruling Elder at the Rockfish
Presbyterian Church, I am writing to implore you to reject the current Special Utilization
Permit application #1085 which would permit a campground on the property adjacent fo the
Church.

There are 4 primary reasons supporting this rejection from my perspective -

1) This will fundamentally change the character of the area. Putting an unsupervised
commercial campground next to the historic Church is a clear and sudden development
departure from the character of the neighborhood which is what I understand is currently
zoned A-1, for a zoning district accommodating farming, forestry, and limited residential use.

2) The activities proposed by the commercial campground will likely have a negative impact
and are not-harmonious with the activities of the Church. Unsupervised campers unfamiliar
with the land area will most likely be interested in utilizing and availing themselves of the
Church's resources including garden produce and/or water supply (the congregation does
extensive work growing vegetables for the Nelson Community), woodpile for unsupervised fires
(the Wood Ministry helps heat the homes of a large population of poorer Nelson County
residents), and the children's playground - all immediately adjacent to the proposed
campground. Another major concern is that the unsupervised campers are likely to make noise
at all hours - potentially disruptive to Church services held outdoors weekly at the pavilion by
the playground, and disruptive to the many who visit the cemetary and loved ones - also
adjacent to the proposed campground area.

3) The campground proposes a major risk to the historic Church and fundamental public
safety & health with regard to fire safety, security and sewage. Permitting public camping
with open fire pits right next door to a Sanctuary built in 1853 naturally proposes a huge risk to
the Church - which cannot be underestimated. The Church is made up of a vibrant congregation
- many of whom are campers themselves - all of whom understand the risk of open fire pits -
and the risk of a fire easily lighting in the woods immediately next door... we also know there is
no established or planned water source at the proposed campground for extinguishing an
accidental fire (beyond proposed 5 gal supplied for drinking/cooking). On the sewage front -

1



the allowance of a public campground with no established water source or sewage system
(beyond compost camp toilets) is inadequate for this area and logical o assume campers will
seek to use restrooms of other sources (including the neighboring Church). The proposed
campground will also not have electricity or fresh water - which would naturally drive
prospective campers to also seek close/neighboring sources for these fundamental needs too.

4) The Rockfish Presbyterian Church is deemed by the Virginia Department of

Historic Resources, to be of significant historic importance (signified by the

historic marker at the entrance to the property on Route 151) and is critical to be
protected from destruction, loss or damage of any feature determined to be of significant
ecological, scenic or historic importance. Allowing an unsupervised public campground, with
woefully inadequate fire protection, sewage systems and proposed monitoring or regulation of
activities immediately adjacent to the historic Church should be denied - in order to protect
this very historic and scenic community landmark.

Thank you for your work for Nelson County and your consideration of denying this application.

Sincerely,
Mary Hopkins

Mary Hopkins

738 Chestnut Ridge Road
Roseland, VA 22967 USA

Email: mary.t.hopkins3@gmail.com
Mobile: +1(443) 521-7583

Home: +1(434) 277-5131




Emily Hjulstrom

From: Kathryn Humphrey <humphreykj56@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 12, 2023 6:32 PM

To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Cc: Kathryn Joan Humphrey

Subject: Deny SUP #1085 Campground

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender HumphreyKJ56 @
gmail.com

Dear Nelson County,
I urge you to deny SUP #1085 Campground application.

The multitude of responses to this proposal may seem that sufficient notice was given, but because an abutting
property is an historic church with members largely retired from professional careers means that we’ve been
able to feed back to you a wide range of logical reasons to deny the application.

I think there is enough information to deny the application as soon as possible.

e The proposed primitive campsite has no onsite supervision.

e The proposed primitive campsite has no access to water and no toilets, so the human waste disposition
remains unknown, and our church is downhill.

e The proposed primitive campsite includes fire pits, and our church has an active wood ministry
delivering cut wood to people where that is their only source of heat and sometimes cooking.

e Many people in Nelson County know the combination lock key code to access a key and enter the
church, which has multiple bathroom and shower facilities.

e Our church is unlocked for many hours in the day.

e The proposed primitive campsite is uphill from our church, and lines of site should show the structures
plainly, but more importantly the campsite would be adjacent to both the wood ministry wood pile as
well as the ‘goodness grows’ ministry garden.

Can’t you just image the wandering aka trespassing of the campers onto church property for wood? For
food? For a bathroom or shower? For a raid of the kitchen?

Because the applicant does not address campsite rules, regulations, oversight or other requirements — it is
within human nature that these events will happen. There will be arrests. There will be frightened

people. There will be assistance requested by law enforcement.

There are reasons why the commission in October also denied a special use permit. Nelson County may
devolve into chaos with a solid master plan.

I urge you to deny this permit as well.



Kate

Kathryn Humphrey
HumphreyKJ56@gmail.com NEW! 434-241-6457 NEW!

501 Bryant Mountain Road, Roseland VA 22967




Emily Hjulstrom

From: David Lawson <dmlwsn65@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 1:40 PM
To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: Proposed SUP #1085 Campground

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender dmlwsn65@
gmail.com

The purpose of this email is to express my concerns regarding the application for a Special Use
Permit (#1085) for a primitive campground off Route 151 near Nellysford. I am a member, Elder
and Trustee of the Rockfish Presbyterian Church, the property of which abuts the parcel on which
the campground is proposed.

My major concern relates to the Planning Commission's Review Criterion #3 (The proposed
use shall be adequately served by essential public or private services such as streets,
drainage facilities, fire protection and public or private water and sewer facilities).

As | read the application and related documents, | see no provision for fire
protection. Campers will almost certainly build campfires, and there is no description of
where those could be safely built nor is there any description of how the accidental spread
of campfires to adjoining properties would be prevented or controlled. Certainly, the 5
gallons of water described in the application would be insufficient to put out a grass or
brush fire started by sparks or embers from a campfire. Regarding campfires, some
campers may discover a ready source of firewood on the adjoining church's property very
near where the campground is proposed. This wood is used to supply needy residents of
Nelson County with firewood during the winter months, and unauthorized use of it would
be a disservice to those who really need it to heat their homes during cold weather.

Secondly, provision of a 5 gallon container of water does not insure that the campers
will have a safe and adequate source of potable water. Likely, the observant campers will
soon find that there is a standing water spigot on the church grounds not far from the
proposed campground which is used to water the community vegetable garden that is
maintained by members of the church. How would unauthorized use of this water source
be controlled?

In addition, the description of "chemical" toilet facilities is not an adequate
description of sewer facilities. The application and associated documents do not indicate
who will manage the disposal of human waste or how frequently these wastes will be
disposed of.

Finally, vehicular access to and from the site is not adequately described. Vehicles
would apparently move over paved areas (Route 151 and the church's driveway) to the
proposed campsites over grass or dirt as no improved road is described in the
application. Such an unimproved route could become impassable following a heavy rain
storm, and campers may elect to drive over adjoining church property to enter or leave the
campsite area. In fact, campers may elect to cross church property as a short cut to their



campsite even in good weather. How would the campsite operators prevent these
occurrences of trespass?
Based on these concerns, | ask that the Planning Commision deny the application.

David M. Lawson



TO: Nelson County Planning Commission

RE: Special Use Permit #1085 - Campground

I am writing in opposition to the above application for a campground on land adjacent to
Rockfish Presbyterian Church, of which I am a Trustee. I and my fellow Trustees are tasked
with protecting the Church and its property, and we believe approval of this application puts our
church at risk.

Of the many issues raised by this application, we are greatly concerned by the lack of on-site
supervision. We understand the applicant has represented that she will hire a manager who will
be available at the campground on 30 minutes’ notice. Those of us who live in Nelson County,
while the applicant apparently does not, know that cell reception can be spotty and variable, that
there are many ‘dead zones.” That alone may make such an arrangement unreliable, as the
manager may be virtually anywhere when someone may try to reach him/her. Furthermore, the
manager might be held up or unable to respond for any variety of reasons, e.g., accident, illness,
car trouble, etc. If there were to be an emergency, it is less than reassuring that someone might
be able to respond within 30 minutes. Furthermore, it is only with constant on-site supervision
that the consequences of prohibited or illegal activity can be avoided.

We are all aware of the severe drought we had been experiencing over the course of several
months, and members of the congregation have previously communicated to you our concerns
about fire. The applicant has reportedly said she will not allow campfires, but many of us have
already experienced visitors to Nelson County who, feeling they are on a vacation they are
paying for, are lax in following rules, respecting others or caring for the environment. In July,
my wife and I personally observed renters on property immediately next to our home setting off
elaborate fireworks in the dry field between the houses and we were so concerned that we
grabbed our fire extinguishers. Further, it is unreasonable to expect that campers will not wish to
build a campfire, whether just for ambiance or even cooking - hot dogs on a stick, marshmallows
for s’mores and the like are campers’ staples. We have heard about small campfires in
neighboring areas becoming bonfires with large groups of people participating, regardless of the
number of campers permitted to occupy a tent or yurt Without actual on-site supervision, who
will prevent or stop these activities?

It is also easy to envision a scenario where campers pack up and leave, with embers from a fire
still live, resulting in a fire on site of which no one is aware until it has become widespread and
possibly out of control, with a hayfield immediately adjacent. Our historic church building does
not have a fire suppression system. Without actual on-site supervision, who will prevent or
stop these activities?

As some of you know already, one of our church’s ministries is to receive unwanted cut timber
which would otherwise end up in the landfill or left on the ground as potential wildfire fuel; we
then cut and split it into firewood and deliver it to the less fortunate of Nelson County who rely
on, but cannot afford to purchase, firewood for heating to ward off the winter cold, and
sometimes for cooking as well. We call it our ‘wood ministry’.This pile of cut and split
firewood intended for the less fortunate would be in full view of the applicant’s campers who



just want a prohibited campfire...or a bigger fire. Without actual on-site supervision, who will
prevent or stop these activities?

Another of our ministries is to reach out to younger families of Nelson County, to encourage
their participation and learning at our church. To that end, we have built a small playground,
which would also be in full view of applicant’s campers. When we utilize the playground, we
try to ensure that there is alert adult supervision to prevent as much as possible and to respond
promptly to any injuries. But the sight of our small playground would be very attractive to
applicant’s campers, who may decide, despite any prohibitions from the campground, to go
across our property and play. As Trustees, we are very concerned about possible injuries and
possible liability. Without actual on-site supervision, who will prevent or stop these activities?

Another ministry of our church is our Goodness Grows vegetable garden, where we plant and
grow vegetables to add to our regular contributions to the Nelson County Food Pantry for the
benefit of those who are less fortunate and hungry. This garden, too, would be in full view of
applicant’s campers, and would probably be tempting to applicant’s campers to help themselves.
Aside from possible disruption of the ministry the garden is not attended all the time of course.
Without actual on-site supervision, who will prevent or stop these activities?

Finally, we understand that it is the applicant’s intention to provide only 5 gallons of water for
washing and drinking per ‘campsite’, with up to 4 people per campsite. Daily recommended
water consumption is almost 1 gallon per day for men(somewhat less for women). If 4 men were
to occupy a campsite, that would leave only one gallon per day for all hand washing and dish
washing for 4. Not much for hygiene, and totally inadequate if there is an accidental fire.
And risk of an accidental fire is increased since there is no proposed electrical power, leaving
candles and kerosene lanterns for light, and what? for cooking?? The church has several yard
spigots in view of any of applicant’s renters, but they are connected to the well serving all the
church’s drinking, cooking, washing and irrigation needs. These would be very attractive to
applicant’s renters, who will not have an adequate supply of water. But they would need to
trespass on church land to get our water, perhaps in the dark, creating further liability, and not
being familiar with farm hydrants or perhaps being a bit careless, if left on, they could create
flooding damage, damage to the church’s well pump, and damage to the well. Who would pay
for that? Without actual on-site supervision, who will prevent or stop these activities?

Without someone on site to enforce them, rules and regulations are virtually meaningless and
rely solely upon the character of the renters for compliance. This is an unreasonable burden
on our church for a special use benefit to the applicant.

We ask that the Planning Commission take these concerns into account in recommending denial
of the application for the Special Use Permit application, or, in the alternative, if nevertheless
recommending approval, only on the tightest conditions requiring 24/7 on-site supervision, with
explicit requirements for termination of the Special Use Permit in the event of violation of such
requirement.

Thank you for your consideration.



Sincerely yours,

Harris Luscomb



TO: Nelson County Planning Commission
RE: Special Use Permit #1085 - Campground

| am writing as a resident of Nelson County and a member and Ruling Elder of Rockfish
Presbyterian Church. Many others have previously written about our concerns and Ms. Kahle’s
failure to satisfy any of the four mandatory criteria for approval of a special use permit. | agree
with them all, but wish to raise an over-arching issue which | believe must be fully addressed
and resolved before any special use permit, including Ms. Kahle’s, may be properly evaluated.

Nelson County has been long awaiting completion of a Comprehensive Plan, which is defined
in its Nelson 2042 website as ‘our community’s guide for the future of Nelson County.... a long-
range plan establishing a shared vision for what a community wants to be in 20+ years, with
strategies to achieve that vision.” The website is well done, informative and persuasive, citing
the many reasons such a Plan is crucial for the future of Nelson County. Interestingly, the very
first line of the text is the following:

“If you don’t know where you’re going, you’ll end up somewhere else” Yogi Berra

To evaluate this special use permit application prior to completion of the Comprehensive Plan
undermines the very purpose of the Plan. A completed Comprehensive Plan could be of great
help to the County officials tasked with evaluating this application, as well as others, and
certainly of benefit to the residents of the County in protecting our County and its resources,
historic and otherwise, as further growth and development take place. For example, is the
subject property still categorized as agricultural? If so, what are the goals and objectives for
agricultural property? What uses are permitted in agricultural zones? If not, how is the
property zoned? What uses might require special use permits? In which areas will
campgrounds be permitted? |s there any guidance concerning protecting nearby historic
resources? What about safety and health concerns?

Although the Comprehensive Pan may not be intended to specifically address campground
regulations, ideally it will also provide some guidance to help address the multiple issues
concerning campgrounds which have arisen in counties throughout much of rural Virginia,
including but not limited to Page, Bedford, Clark, and Warren. These counties have
experienced considerable conflict about campgrounds, confirming the need to review and/or
adopt regulations ranging from sanitation (water and disposal issues), safety (e.g.,campfires
and bonfires), aesthetics (lighting and screening) to the need for on-site management. There
are significant questions about these issues in connection with Ms. Kahle’s application, none of
which is adequately addressed in her application.

| urge you, as members of the Planning Commission, to go back and review the Nelson 2042
website. You will see all the reasons this Plan is important to the future of Nelson County, at a
time when everyone wants to build or start some sort of business here, as its intent is to
provide guidance, rather than allowing the equivalent of spot-zoning. As stated in Nelson
2042, there are many benefits of a Comprehensive Plan, among them a Future Land Use Map
and “justification for decisions by providing a factual and objective basis to support zoning
decisions.” Please defer a decision on this application until the Comprehensive Plan is
finalized and adopted.

Sincerely yours,

Susan Luscomb






Amelia McCulley
395 Pine Needles Lane
Afton, VA 22920

November 8, 2023

Nelson County Planning Commission

80 Front Street

P.O. Box 558

Lovingston, VA 22949

Re: Concerns about Special Use Permit #1085 Kelly Kahle

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

| am writing to you as a property owner and resident of Nelson County, and as a member of the historic
Rockfish Presbyterian Church adjacent to this proposal. The Rockfish meeting house was established in
1746 and is noted by an historic marker along Route 151. |1 am a nationally certified Planner, and have
practiced planning and zoning for a nearby local government for over 39 years. | strongly urge you to
defer this application until the late December Planning Commission meeting. If instead you chose to
act on this application on November 15%, | strongly urge you to recommend denial to the Board of
Supervisors. | will explain the basis for these requests.

The Rockfish Presbyterian Church was just informed of this application adjacent to our property last
Friday. We have not had sufficient time to consider the implications on the use of our historic church.
We are directly abutting neighbors to one of the three lots involved in this application. We also share an
entrance onto Route 151 with these properties. There are many direct impacts from a proposed use
such as this. There is not sufficient information or time for us to conduct due diligence on the impacts to
our 277 year old church. Please defer this application to the late December Planning Commission

meeting.

In the event you chose to consider and act upon this application, please consider the following.

1. The application is incomplete and insufficient for review.

a.
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Per Nelson County Zoning Ordinance Section 12-3-4 ¢ (1), a special use permit must be
accompanied by a minor site plan. The minor site plan submitted by the applicant is
woefully inadequate and does not address the minor site plan application requirements
per Section 13.4 of the Nelson County Zoning Ordinance. The plan that was submitted
does not sufficiently show the proposed use at a scale or detail to adequately depict the
proposed use. It is missing information critical to understanding the proposed use and
its impact on our historic church - such as existing and proposed topography, amount of
land to be disturbed, and the location of all utilities and easements. The narrative refers
to locating sites at the “edge of the woods,” and the plan does not show a woodline or
dimensions to clarify where the sites will be.

Per Nelson County Zoning Ordinance Section 12-3-4 c (3), a special use permit must
include a written statement of project compatibility with the (iii) surrounding
properties, (iv) Current and future neighborhood conditions and (v) traffic patterns, on-
site and off-site. The applicant’s narrative does not adequately address these important
aspects.



c. Per Nelson County Zoning Ordinance Appendix A, Article 2, the definition of
“campground” states “Campgrounds require the provision of potable water and sanitary
facilities.” The use of a camp toilet with deodorizer and only a 5-gallon water station
should not be considered adequate. Even if this proposal somehow meets the minimum
Health Department standard, it should not be permitted as adequate for a use by
special use permit adjacent to an active and historic church. There is potential for this
small amount of water and this form of bathroom facilities, to be inadequate - leading
to offsite impacts, including odor.

As the Commission is aware, a use requiring a special use permit is a use that may be appropriate in a
zoning district, but because of its nature, extent, or external effects, requires special consideration of its
location, design, and methods of operation before it can be deemed appropriate in the district and
compatible with its surroundings. The proposed use fails to meet all four criteria for issuance of a
special use permit. Per 12-3-2 of the Nelson County Zoning Ordinance, a special use permit “shall be
reviewed using

Having campers in 3 temporary structures adjacent to our historic church will change the character
and established pattern of development of the area. The statement of intent for this zoning district,
Agricultural A-1, states: This district is designed to accommodate farming, forestry, and limited
residential use. While it is recognized that certain desirable rural areas may logically be expected to
develop residentially, it is the intent, however, to discourage the random scattering of residential,
commercial, or industrial uses in this district. The proposed use is not consistent with the intent of
this district and represents random scattering of a commercial use.

The applicant does not live on the subject property. And while she’s indicated she is planning to do
s0, she notes that she is disabled and has physical limitations. To assure that this type of use does
not adversely impact neighbors, it is critical to have an onsite manager. The Rockfish Presbyterian
Church outdoor areas include several cemeteries, a playground, a pavilion and a garden. As
proposed, this use will adversely impact our existing uses. There are potential impacts from noise,
traffic, and people coming in our direction in need of more adequate water and sanitary disposal
needs.

The proposed use is proposed to be served by a “road” off Route 151 that is not currently adequate
for traffic from transient lodgers as well as for trucks pulling a camper. The “road” does not meet
most standards for adequate access. Part of the camping experience includes sitting outside by the
fire. As we recently saw with a brush fire last weekend along Route 151 off Avon Road, it is very easy
to start a brushfire. The proposed use does not have a water supply or well that could easily put out
a fire and prevent it from becoming a larger brush fire, that could then impact nearby structures,
including our historic church.
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d. The proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any feature determined to
be of significant ecological, scenic or historic importance.
The Rockfish Presbyterian Church is a property of historic importance as determined by the Virginia
Department of Historic Resources. As noted in the concern about fire under criteria c), there is the
potential for the destruction or damage of this property of historic importance. As noted under the
other criteria, the impacts of campers and their activities could adversely impact our church.

A special use permit must satisfy all four of the previously mentioned criteria. This application does not
fully satisfy any of these criteria.

| ask the Planning Commission to consider whether recommending approval of this application will set a
dangerous precedence for campgrounds throughout the County on A-1 property. Especially on
properties adjacent to uses of historic importance and on properties that are not adequately served by
well, septic, etc. There are appropriate locations for campgrounds in Nelson County on properties that
have adequate utilities and infrastructure, and do not adversely impact adjacent historic properties.

if you chose to act on this application on November 15", please vote to recommend denial.

Sincerely,

e A5 e

Amelia G. McCulley, American Institute of Certifie
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Emily Hjulstrom

From: Dana and Rob Ogilvie <aftonogilvie@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 9:17 AM

To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: Proposed SUP 1085

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender aftonogilvie@
yahoo.com

We are writing to express concerns about proposed SUP 1085 for a campground off 151 abutting Rockfish Presbyterian Church. We
are requesting that you deny the request for the campground based on the following concerns:

e Allowing this proposed campground will negatively impact the neighboring property (Rockfish Presbyterian Church) which
is a designated historical site.

e  The campground will not have an onsite manager to supervise the guests' behavior and fire use which could result in damage
to the church's historic property including cemetery.

e There is no sewer to provide waste service, electricity or well service. 3 campsites without these basic services will adversely
impact the church and sanitation in the area.

e  The church grounds include a playground, garden site, wood ministry area, cemetery and outdoor pavilion that are used
weekly by the church. 8 am services are held at the outdoor pavilion March to November.

e Approval of this campground would not be keeping with the character and pattern of development of the area. In addition,
proper notice was not given about the request to the affected properties.

We have been members of Rockfish Presbyterian Church for 24 years and have lived in Nelson County for 24 years. The natural
beauty of Nelson County is its main attraction for tourists and residents, and the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors must
protect this asset. Our beautiful county must be thoughtfully developed with consideration to this natural asset. An unsupervised
campground without services next to a historic church on a major road is not going to protect that asset and will result in an eye sore to
the community.

We respectfully request that you deny proposed SUP 1085 or at the very least defer to gain more information.
Thank you for your consideration,
Dana and Robert Ogilvie

152 Apple Lane
Afton, VA



Date: November 12, 2023
To: Nelson County Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors
From: Arlie Saunders

Subject:Proposed Zoning request SUP # 1085 Campground

| appreciate the service you provide to all the citizens of our county and the demands on your time. |
have some real concerns and questions about the proposed above subject special use permit. This is a
new venture and the business plan should be supported by more details to give you confidence that it
will succeed. | don’t think you or the adjoining land owners want to see someone make an investment
that will fail without adequate research.

| also have some real concerns about the impact this will have on the activities of the Rockfish
Presbyterian Church. I've been a member for 22 years and its mission is a light in the valley. It’s
contribution to Nelson and adjoining Counties has been a blessing to thousands of residents. | strongly
recommend that you give adequate time for all impacted parties to do their due diligence. | trust that
you will weigh all the facts and make a decision after doing your due diligence for the best long term
interest of Nelson County.



Emily Hjulstrom

From: Dylan Bishop

Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2023 10:47 AM

To: Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: Fw: Planning commission meeting re Campground

From: Ginny Simpson <vbsimpson@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 4:09 PM

To: Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>; ehjuistrom@nelsoncounty.org <ehjuistrom@nelsoncounty.org>
Subject: Planning commission meeting re Campground

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender vbsimpson@
gmail.com

Dear Members of the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors,

Many of the Rockfish Presbyterian Church members are deeply concerned about the proposed campground
abutting the church property. There are so many concerns to address, but we would like our letter to focus on
the history of our church and its commitment to Nelson County.

My husband and I have been members of this church since 1994. We were fortunate to be able to participate in
the 250th celebration of this church in our community. As we shared re-enactments of the church from its
inception, we also recognized the past members of our county who were committed to its creation. We walked
through the cemetery reflecting on those who came before us. As I am sure you are aware, there are stones
dating back to the 1800’s; truly a historic site. We shared in the common goals of being good stewards of the
grounds and the community.

Several years ago, our church made the concerted effort to change our missions from global to local. We wanted
to serve this community which we love. While there are many ways in which our church has committed to the
county, two of our biggest missions have the potential to be affected by a continuous changing group of
campers. We provide wood to so many in our county during the winter. Our wood ministry is sorely needed to
to keep Nelson county families warm. Additionally, we grow a very large community garden; again supporting
those in need. What is to stop campers from using our wood and eating food that many in our community
desperately need?

What will stop campers from being disrespectful of our cemetery and surrounding grounds? What will prevent
campers from bringing their pets onto our grounds for their personal use? How do we protect the children who
play on our grounds from pets gone awry? How do we prevent campers from using our Pavilion as their
covered picnic spaces? Our Pavillion is intended as a place for our outdoor services.

We provide so many gifts of service to this community. We humbly ask that you protect our church’s history
and legacy of commitment to all in Nelson County. Please do not allow a campground to desecrate our grounds
and interrupt our mission work.

Respectfully,

Ginny and Al Simpson
139 Lakeside Close
Nellysford, VA 22958






Emily Hjulstrom

From: 2smysers@gmail.com

Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 2:01 PM
To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom
Subject: PROPOSED SUP #1085 Campground

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender 2smysers@gmail.com

PROPOSED SUP #1085 Campground

Rockfish Presbyterian Church, an historic church of significant importance in
Nellysford, Nelson County, is an abutting owner to a proposed special use permit for a
campground. A special use permit requires that four criteria be met for use that may be
appropriate in a zoning district, but because of its nature, extent, or external effects,
requires special consideration of its location, design, and methods of operation before it
can be deemed appropriate in the district and compatible with its surroundings.

The abutting property owners (Rockfish Presbyterian Church) are concerned
about impacts to their property and use.

Criteria #4: The proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any
feature determined to be of significant ecological, scenic or historic importance. The
Rockfish Presbyterian Church is deemed by the Virginia Department of Historic
Resources, to be of significant historic importance. This is signified by the historic marker
at the entrance to the property on Route 151.

a) The use as proposed will result in impacts to our property of historic importance, as
noted in the other 3 criterion.

b) The use as proposed could result in the destruction, loss or damage of our historic
church. Failure to stem a wildfire started at a campfire would be the greatest potential
damage. Offsite impacts from the campground use can adversely impact our historic
church.



The safety of those people who utilize the Church is of utmost concern to us as Church
members. The Church is open and busy throughout the day and evenings. In addition
to worship services on Sundays, there are various meetings, children’s programs, adult
classes, choir practice, etc. We have a large senior population in this church, as well as
young children. Having a primitive campground abutting Church property with no
attendant would seem to be an invitation for some campers to wander onto Church
property at free will to avail themselves of our wood ministry firewood stacks, a vegetable
garden with a standpipe for water, a playground and cemetery or even possibly church
bathrooms if the doors are open.

We ask you to deny this special use permit application because it fails to meet all
of the criteria in the Nelson County Zoning Ordinance. Even the failure for a
special use permit application to meet 1 criterion, is grounds for denial. We ask
you to deny this application because the proposed primitive campground is not
compatible with the abutting historic church.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda & Michael Smyser
637 Cedar Meadow Drive, Nellysford, VA 22958
2Smysers@gmail.com

703.915.6247 (Linda Cell)
703.626.0281 (Michael Cell)



Emily Hjulstrom

From: Peggy Toms <peggyltoms@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 12, 2023 3:17 PM
To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: SUP #1085

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender peggyltoms@
gmail.com

To Whom it May Concern,

I cannot attend the planned PC meeting this week, thus am writing to express my opposition to the proposed
permit for a primitive campground (SUP#1085), which would abut the historic Rockfish Presbyterian Church
on Route 151, Nellysford.

It is my understanding that certain criteria must be satisfied to obtain the necessary special use permit.

It does not seem that this property supports safe and reasonable facilities to accommodate camping activities.
Such as adequate water supply, for use by campers and availability for emergencies such as fire. This is
especially important, as outdoor recreation often includes open air campfires & cooking.

If a fire would occur, our historic church would possibly be lost.

Also, private waste facilities should be provided as well as electricity, which does not currently exist.
Where will these campers bathe and use the restroom?

In addition to the above mentioned safety concerns, vehicle access to the proposed campground does not
currently exist. (The only entrance is the driveway into the church.) Any new driveway/road construction would
greatly impact church activities, parking and vehicle/pedestrian safety.

Also, is there planned supervision and onsite management for this campground? I can attest for the importance
of this as I have camped/RV camped for decades. An unsupervised campground is trouble & danger waiting to
happen!

Our church has grown and provides many missions benefiting our community and beyond. Such as fundraisers
in the outside pavilion and children’s activities, often outside on the grounds, parking lot and playground. Our
wood ministry works “on the hill”, our community garden feeds many. All of these areas are within close
walking distance of the proposed campground. What would prevent campers from using our playground (thus
causing liability issues) or open pavilion, where we have electricity?

Noise from the campground would adversely affect & possibly disrupt many of our outdoor missions &
activities, including our early Sunday morning services in the pavilion.

There are many generations of families buried in our historic cemetery, and many more plots paid for. Funerals
& graveside services are an important part of our church. I believe the respect and beauty of our peaceful
cemetery would be compromised by a “public”’ campground that close.

Rockfish Presbyterian Church is deemed by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources to be of historic
importance in our community & county.
I would ask for that distinction to be considered & respected.

1



While our doors are open to all, we welcome all to join us in worship and the important missions we provide, I
believe a primitive campground directly abutting RPC would not be compatible.

I ask you to deny this permit for the above listed reasons, as it appears the criteria has not been met.
Respectfully & Prayerfully submitted,

Peggy Toms
Nellysford, VA.

Sent from PLT's iPad



To whom it may concern at Nelson County,

| am the current owner of 5060 Rockfish Valley Hwy. | heard my neighbor Kelly Kahle had
ambitions to start some campsites on adjacent plots to mine and | wanted to express my
support for this project. | purchased the house over a year ago and she has been a kind and
supportive neighbor. | believe her project would be a successful business and contribution to
the local economy. Please reach out to me if you have any concerns.

Jerry Ugjio

415-350-7621

jerryuejio@gmail.com

Best,



December 7, 2023
Dear Members of the Nelson County Planning Commission

| have great concern regarding the request to provide permitting for a camping facility at the
property adjacent to the Rockfish Presbyterian Church. As a member of the Rockfish
Presbyterian Church, | am at that location working for our church’s Wood Ministry (firewood for
the needy) at least fifteen days from October-March, so | am well aware of the conditions
there.

I am worried that the hay field adjacent to the property could pose a severe fire hazard to the
church, nearby residences, and the forest that surrounds the hay field. As of December 6,
2023, the hayfield has not been harvested (see picture). Even if mowed, a hayfield can be
extremely flammable where the fire can move across hay at remarkable speed. | know since |
currently have a property with 30 acres of hay. | only burn myself when conditions permit (no
wind, no drought, a watered perimeter, etc.) and | have a hydrant with a hose within 75 ft of
the burn pile.

| understand the owner wants to establish a campground that offers a basic, primitive camping
experience, but the proposed plan lacks sufficient amenities to satisfy safety concerns. The
target market for this is likely to be out-of-towners who are not only unfamiliar with local
conditions (like this year’s drought and the no burning restrictions from February 15-May 1),
but are also likely to be inexperienced woodsmen. | cannot imagine the proprietor forbidding
campfires at a camping facility (that also has no heat), but even if he/she did, is there a chance
that an adoring parent will refuse little Bobby’s request to just build “just one little fire for his
s’'mores”? Or set off fireworks?

Without around the clock on-site supervision, even if campfires, bonfires, fireworks and the like
were expressly forbidden, such restrictions are unlikely to be honored by transient campers.
Members and friends of our congregation have already experienced out-of-towners who
blatantly ignore restrictions who have paid to be on vacation and enjoy their time in Nelson
County on their own terms.

Sincerely,

Frederick W. Winter
225 Glenthorne Loop
Nellysford, VA, 22958
rwinterl4@yahoo.com
434-996-2024



Emily Hjulstrom

From: Carol Wisler <wisler99sue@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2023 10:18 AM
To: Dylan Bishop; Emily Hjulstrom

Subject: Proposed SUP #1085 Campground

@ IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender wisler99sue @
gmail.com

As residents of Nellysford, we are asking that the primitive campground proposal be deferred. The four criteria
needed are not met:

1. The campground would change the area which is zoned to accommodate farming, forestry, and residential
use.

2.1t is not directly served by private water and sewage facilities for the campers nor does it include an on-site
manager.

3. There is danger of fire from campfires or lanterns which could spread to the historic church which is next to
it.

4. It does not have electricity.
5. Access to the campground is mowed grass, not a street. This could present problems in inclement weather

Please oppose this primitive campground as it does not meet all the criteria in the Nelson County Zoning
Ordinance.

Thank you,
Dave and Suzi Wisler



Nelson County

Planning Commission

To: Planning Commission

From: Dylan M. Bishop, Director of Planning & Zoning o2&

Date: January 24, 2024

Re: SUP #1101 — Proposed Amendment to Condition of Approved SUP #716 —
:lrvc)e/z DeLander at Nelson” Multifamily Dwellings — 9485 Rockfish Valley

BACKGROUND: This is a request for an amendment to a condition of a previously approved
special use permit for a multifamily dwelling use on property zoned A-1 Agriculture.

Public Hearings Scheduled: P/C — January 24; Board — February 13 (tentative)
Location / Election District: 9485 Rockfish Valley Hwy / North District
Tax Map Number(s) / Total Acreage: 6-A-131 & 163D / 8.13 & 2.81 respectively, +/- total

Applicant Contact Information: Charles Meade & Quakeela Teasley (Owner), 4804 Craigs
Mill Court, Glen Allen, VA 23060, 804-916-9545 / 804-564-4138, cmeade2261@gmail.com
/ quateasley3@yahoo.com

Comments: SUP #716 for multifamily dwellings was approved by the Board of Supervisors on
October 11, 2022 with conditions (attached). The Major Site Plan has been submitted and is
currently in the review phase with various agencies including Health Department, VDOT,
Erosion & Sediment Control, and DEQ for stormwater management. The final site plan will
come to the Planning Commission for administrative review when approvals are near
finalization.

As more formal plans and details were developed, the applicants noted the scale of the required
fencing, and are requesting an amendment to condition #6. The condition as approved states,
“A fence 6’ (feet) in height lined with evergreen vegetation shall be installed along all property
boundaries.” Instead of fencing the entire property along the boundaries (approximately 11
acres), the applicants are proposing to fence the area around the usable community only
(approximately 3-4 acres). They are also requesting a reduction in the height requirement from
6 feet to 4 feet. The final amendment they are requesting is to require only evergreen
vegetation along Route 151 (per condition #5) with no fencing. This is shown on the attached
site plan dated December 8, 2023. Existing vegetation would be left in place where appropriate.



Conditions: Approved by the Board of Supervisors on October 11, 2022:

1. Dwelling units shall only be rented to those individuals 55+ years of age.

2. The maximum number of units shall not exceed 12 units, and each of the two
buildings shall not exceed 5,000 square feet each.

3. All existing structures on the property shall be removed prior to the start of
construction.

4. The existing boundary lines shall be reconfigured to comply with density
requirements in Section 4-10, prior to the issuance of a building permit.

5. A landscape buffer along Route 151 is required, as shown on the site plan dated
September 14, 2022.

6. A fence 6’ in height lined with evergreen vegetation shall be installed along all
property boundaries.

7. All lighting shall be directional and glare shielded to prevent light pollution onto
adjoining properties, roadways, and the dark night sky.

8. The units shall not be utilized for short-term rental purposes.

9. Construction shall begin within 2 years of the approval date (October 11, 2022).

Should the Planning Commission recommend approval of an amendment to condition #6, staff
would recommend the following language:

6. A fence 4’ in height shall be installed along the boundary of the community as shown
on the site plan dated December 8, 2023. Existing vegetation shall be left in place where
feasible.

All applications for Special Use Permits shall be reviewed using the following criteria:

a. The use shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of
development of the area or community in which it proposes to locate;

b. The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right in the zoning
district and shall not affect adversely the use of neighboring property;

c. The proposed use shall be adequately served by essential public or private
services such as streets, drainage facilities, fire protection and public or
private water and sewer facilities; and

d. The proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any
feature determined to be of significant ecological, scenic or historic
importance.

Attachments:

Application

Site Plan

Acknowledgement Letter dated 10/13/22



% PERIITT ATILICATICN:
Nelson County Department of Planning & Zoning

TO THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR: meaL U&Exmf #_ |10
application type application number

1. The undersigned hereby petitions the Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors for approval
of the following (check appropriate box):

L] Special Use Permit O Subdivision
[J Rezoning from to O Site Plan — Minor
O Conditional Rezoning O] Site Plan — Major

4 Other_Mnnd condi—hm s m‘ngu%an SUP#-7lbo

Reason(s) for request:
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(Please use reverse or attach additional sheet if more space is needed )
2. Applicant(s) and Property Owner(s):

(Please provide names of applicants and property owners and indicate applicable title; if applicant is not the
property owner, please show relationship, i.e. lessee, contract purchaser., etc.)

Yo Applicant JiProperty Owner  Name: Clrgures Made ~+ Quakesia Teos

Relati ° ifa licable:

O Applicant [JProperty Owner  Name:
Mail' Address:
T hone# Email Address:

Relationshi ifa licable :
(Please attach additional sheet if more space is needed for applicant(s) / property owner{s) info.)



3. Location and Characteristics of Subject Property:

b. Official tax map number '*Lfo'A-lB! o-A-13D

o Acreageofproperty: 044 acrze.a

d.Presentuse:  N¥& S N—

e. Present zoning classification:  SUP 2 T{lo for mMn%_dw_eWﬁg

£ Zoning classification of sumrounding properties: _ yesidontial
4. Affidavit: The undersigned applicant(s) and/or erty owner(s) certifies that this application and the
foregoing answers, statements, mdpgthermﬁmnahon thsubmittedue,inallmpem,u'ueandmectto

the best of their know! and belief. the and/ Propmyowne:( i ission for
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Printed Name: (WQQ@FQT&S%’ '
Printed Name: GMVVS W

(Plense attach addtional sheet g‘f more space is needed for applicant(s) / property owner(s) signatures.)

8. Additional information: (Please attach separate sheet for additional detuils, explanations, etc.)

6. Please note: In the event of cancellation or postponement gt your request after the initial newspaper
ldvemsementforthuapphcamn,maddmonalfeem'ﬂapplyforn—adwmemem(detumnedbytheacmalcost
of the ad). This fee will not apply in cases of Planning Commmission or Board of Supervisors deferment.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING & ZONING STAFF

Pursuant to Article . Section of the Nelson Countly Zoning Ordinance.
Prrsuant to Section » Subsection of the Nelson County Subdivision Ordinance.
o Completed application and fee (3 _ )received on

c Hearing Notice published on _
o Planning Commission action: Date of Meeting / Heating:
Recommendation:

o Beard of Sapervisors action: Datcofl-learmg Date of Decision:
Action:

Nelson Cousty Planniog & Zoning Department

{Maliing Address) P.O. Box 558, Lovingston, Virginia 22949 | (Physical Address} 80 Front Street, Lovingston, Virginia 22949
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October 13, 2022

Todd Rath — Rockfish Valley Events LLC
161 Wood House Ln
Nellysford, VA 22958

Charles Meade & Quakeela Teasley
4804 Craigs Mill Ct
Glen Allen, VA 23060

Dear Applicant:

This letter acknowledges that on September 28, 2022 the Nelson County Planning Commission
reviewed your Special Use Permit application #716 to allow for a multifamily dwelling at 9485 Rockfish
Valley Hwy, Tax Map Parcels #6-A-131 and 6-A-163D. After the hearing concluded, the PC voted (4-1)
to recommend approval of this application to the Board of Supervisors.

On October 11, the Board of Supervisors (BOS) held a public hearing and voted unanimously (5-0) to
approve SUP #716 for a multifamily dwelling with the following conditions:

1. Dwelling units shall only be rented to those individuals 55+ years of age.

2. The maximum number of units shall not exceed 12 units, and each of the two buildings shall not
exceed 5,000 square feet each.

3. All existing structures on the property shall be removed prior to the start of construction.

4. The existing boundary lines shall be reconfigured to comply with density requirements in
Section 4-10, prior to the issuance of a building permit.

5. Alandscape buffer along Route 151 is required, as shown on the site plan dated September 14,
2022.

6. Afence 6’ in height lined with evergreen vegetation shall be installed along all property
boundaries.

7. All lighting shall be directional and glare shielded to prevent light pollution onto adjoining
properties, roadways, and the dark night sky.

8. The units shall not be utilized for short-term rental purposes.

9. Construction shall begin within 2 years of the approval date (October 11, 2022).



Please note that if the use is not established in 24 months (on or before October 11%, 2024) the SUP will
“automatically terminate without notice and become null and void.”

Please also note that if you have any questions, concerns, and/or requests for assistance at this
time, don’t hesitate to let us know.

Thank you very much,
Dylan M. Bishop

Planning & Zoning Director
Nelson County, Virginia

DMB/ewh



Executive Summary

The Community’s Vision for the Future

Nelson is a welcoming community that values
its natural resources, encourages economic
rowth, and provides excellent quality of life
or all community members.

Nelson County today is a great place
to work, live, and visit. Residents place
high value on the rural character of

the County and the strong sense of
community, but they are concerned
about unbalanced growth and
protection of the natural environment;
lack of job opportunities and economic
diversity; limited housing choices for
different types of individuals and
families; and the condition of community
services and infrastructure, including
transportation networks.

The Nelson 2042 plan sets a vision for
the future of the County that addresses
concerns and builds on assets through
a framework of goals, objectives,

and strategies. The Plan is based on
the results of a robust community

engagement process that included:

< Community Survey - available both
online and in print

= 4 Public Workshops
e 4 Stakeholder Interviews

= Project Website & Online
Engagement

< Draft Review & Online Comment
Form

e 1 Public Open House

The community is integral to shaping

the Plan and are key players in tracking
progress to achieving the Plan vision.

In partnership with County staff, public
officials, and regional groups, the
community must work together to reach
the Nelson of 2042.

(o) ¢]
000

Plan & Provide Equitably
for Everyone

Improve & Expand Vital
Services

RS

Diversify & Bolster the
Economy

Protect & Connect to
our Rural Environment

A complete summary of the planning process and community engagement results is available in Chapter 2 and the Appendix.



Plan Priorities

“Move forward mindfully with consideration of
the environment and future generations”
- Nelson2042.com Idea Wall Comment

The Nelson 2042 Plan
addresses the physical and
social elements that go into
making our community -
Land Use, Transportation
Networks, Housing, Economy
and Businesses, Natural

and Cultural Resources,

and Community Facilities
and Infrastructure. Within
the Plan, each of these
elements contains a unique
goal, objectives, and
strategies, but they are
connected by four “Big
Ideas” or plan priorities.

The Big Ideas were derived
directly from community
engagement and include
the following key ideas:

The community prioritizes
economic diversification
and advancement of the
County in ways that protect
the environment. There are
key infrastructure concerns
including water availability
and vehicular network safety
that the County must address
before all else. Protecting
the rural character of the
County and connection to
the natural world through
enhanced recreational
amenities is a strong desire
of residents. There are
communities in Nelson whose
voices are often not heard
or needs unmet. All planning
for the future of Nelson must

aim for transparency and
accessibility to engage and
authentically plan for all

segments of the community.

The Big Ideas pervade

the Comprehensive Plan
elements and directly
informed strategies, priority
transportation projects, and
the conceptual land use
framework.

Connec(lng People
Chapter 4

Impro,,,
C ommu/;g &
.
4 Ls,

Composite diagrammatic results of public workshop map exercises.



Land Use

Nelson County preserves and enhances its rural
character and natural resources by creating
opportunities for strategic growth to create a stronger,
more vibrant, and prosperous community.
The Nelson 2042 conceptual land use framework
prioritizes enhancement of rural character and
protection of natural resources. The framework
includes 7 land use designations and 2 corridor overlay
designations. None of these designations directly
regulate or promote development, rather they provide
a decision-making framework based on data analysis
and community consensus. Each land use type contains
a description with key planning guidelines and primary
land use types. The land use types are meant to be a
guide and do not replace allowable uses as defined
in the zoning ordinance. Use types take into account
existing uses, the potential to repurpose existing
buildings, as well the capacity for new development.
The following summarizes the key purpose behind each
land use designation.
= Conservation Areas comprise the majority of land
within Nelson County. These are highly sensitive
environmental lands that should be protected from
all development.

= Rural Areas comprise the majority of agricultural
lands in the County and should be maintained.

= Rural Destinations are those areas in the County
that have a distinct identity - such as Massie’s Mill or
Afton - where additional development cannot be
supported but redevelopment of existing structures
and targeted investment in community amenities or
services can improve resident quality of life.

= Rural Villages, like Destinations, have a unique
identity but these places have a higher
concentration of buildings and an existing mix
of uses. The intent is to maintain the traditional
character of these places while allowing for
investment in amenities, services, small scale
development, and redevelopment to serve
the needs of residents. This could include the
rehabilitation of a community center as a store or
mixed use space; the conversion of a single family or
commercial building to two single family units; or the
construction of a new two family unit.

= Lovingston, Colleen, and Nellysford are the
County’s Community Hubs. Each has an existing
concentration of development and services
for residents and visitors alike. While Lovingston
and Colleen have the capacity to absorb new
growth, provide regional services, and provide for
housing needs within the County, Nellysford is at
capacity and planning should focus on targeted
investment in services, amenities, rehabilitation,
and redevelopment. Each of these areas should
prioritize quality design and development standards;
signage, landscaping, and lighting; and pedestrian
connectivity to enhance their village character.

“.. create a real streetscape in Nellysford
and Lovingston - the 2 main business
areas. Nellysford would greatly benefit
from sidewalks, landscaping and attractive
liﬂ\tin ... Make it a walkable area to
attract and keep better small businesses ...
Same for Lovingston. What a gem of a small
town! [t could be SO much more, with some
planning and investment.”

- Nelson2042.com Idea Wall Comment

Key Strategies

Connect neighborhoods and development
through sidewalks, shared use paths, and trails and
require such connections in new development or
redevelopment proposals.

Encourage any new development to locate

in desighated growth areas so that existing
infrastructure can be more efficiently used, and rural
lands protected.

Review the zoning ordinance, and amend it as
necessary, to allow for a wider mix of use types,
including accessory dwellings and mixed-use
buildings.

Continue to administer cluster subdivision regulations
and incentivize their use to preserve open space
and reduce the impact of development.



Transportation

Nelson County maintains a transportation
system that provides a safe and efficient
multimodal network to connect residents and
visitors to places they live, work, recreate, and
access services throughout the County and
region.

The Nelson 2042 priority transportation projects
prioritize safety, efficiency, reduction of

fraffic volumes, and enhanced connectivity.
Throughout public engagement, the safety

of the 151 and route 6 corridors was a prime
concern. Many safety enhancements or
additional plans are already accounted for
through VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement and
VTrans project lists. By including them on the
Comprehensive Plan’s priority projects list, the
County is reiterating the community’s desire to
see these projects completed.

Another key priority of community residents
was the enhancement of alternative
transportation networks (bikes, sidewalks, trails)
both within villages as well as connecting
between villages and community recreation
assets. These projects do not take priority over
safety improvements and in no case would
they be constructed to create additional
safety issues. In some cases the investment

in alternative connections can alleviate
vehicular demand and increase safety on
Nelson’s roads. Additionally, including projects
on the priority transportation projects list is a
requirement to qualify for additional VDOT
funding or assistance.

“If there was a safe and visible path for
bikes and pedestrians to use along the
151 corvidor, it would alleviate conflicts
with vehicles, and perhaps even reduce
the number of sight-seeing vehicles on
the road.”

- Nelson2042.com Idea Wall Comment

Key Strategies

Work with VDOT to address priority traffic
safety issues such as reduction of speed
limits, safety improvements at high crash
intersections, adequate turn lanes and
reduced fractor-frailor “cut through” traffic.

Identify areas to construct or expand
natural trails and sidewalks for pedestrian
fraffic.

Montebello
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. Six-Year Improvement
. Priority Transportation Project
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Map ID # Project Name
Map ID # Project Name
1 Route 6 10 Route 151 Speed
Roundabout Study
2 Route 29 Safety 11 Route 151 Road
Improvements Widening
3 Route 151 Safety 12 C.olleen Park and
Study Ride
4 Adial Road 13 Route 29 Safety
Safety Study Study
5 Route 6 Truck 14 Route 29
Reduction Roundabout
6 Route 151 15 Lovingston
Parallel Trail Streetscapes
7 Greenway 16 Route 29
Connectivity Pedestrian Study
8 James River
Multi-Use Trail
9 Blue Ridge Trall




Local Economy

Nelson County creates and maintains a
strong, resilient economy that promotes
workforce development and diversifies
business and tourism opportunities while
supporting agriculture.

Key Strategies

Prepare for the needs of the next
\/ generation of workers by supporting

both traditional higher education and

vocational education opportunities.

V Support multiple revenue streams for
farmers by reviewing and amending
ordinances to better allow farmers to
host complementary agritourism uses on
agricultural properties.

Natural & Cultural
Resources

Nelson County preserves its rural character
and agricultural heritage by sustainably
protecting and stewarding its natural and
historic resources for future generations.

Key Strategies

\/ Continue improving flood resiliency by
updating the Floodplain District Ordinance
as needed to reflect new flood maps and
best practices, and participating in FEMA’s
Community Rating System.

V Limit development on steep slopes
to maintain balance between slope,
soils, geology, and vegetation. Where
disturbance is unavoidable, enforce erosion
and sediment control measures to prevent
unnecessary degradation.

Housing

Nelson County strives to ensure the availability
of quality housing for residents of all income
levels and lifestyles by allowing for a variety
of housing options, including affordable

and workforce housing, and encouraging
rehabilitation of existing vacant units.

Key Strategies

\/ Consider allowing accessory dwelling units
by right through zoning changes that can
allow affordable rental options that benefit
renters and homeowners.

V Expand the types of allowable housing in
appropriate areas to accommodate multi-
family housing units, such as townhouses,
condominiums, and duplexes.

Infrastructure, Facilities &
Services

Nelson County offers superior community
services and facilities that serve all
segments of the community, support
economic development, and ensure
community health and safety.

Key Strategies

\/ Continue to work with the regional authority
to create a water and sewer master plan
to identify current system needs and target
long-term strategies to maintain and
expand service areas.

V Create a County-wide fire and emergency
medical services (EMS) strategic plan that
can be regularly updated and maintained
to address response time, facility, and
staffing needs.



Memo

Subject: Summary of Public Comments, Post Final
Worksession Date: December 20, 2023

The following summarizes key themes from comments received on the draft Nelson 2042
Comprehensive Plan as of October 26, 2023, following the final Joint Worksession with the
Nelson County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. Nineteen (19) total comments
were received. Comments and responses are included in the attached matrix.

A. Summary of Comments

1. Nellysford Land Use Framework and Definition of Terms
Several comments pertained to the discussion that took place during the final joint
worksession regarding the Nellysford land use framework on page 44 of the plan.
Several comments were submitted asking that additional definitions, including the
small-scale residential and commercial development discussed during the final
worksession. These comments were addressed through changes to page 44 and the
inclusion of definitions in the glossary of the plan.

2. Route 151 Transportation Safety
Residents repeated concerns regarding the safety of the 151 corridor and the
prioritization of vehicular safety improvements in this area. Clarifying language
discussed during the September worksession was added to address these concerns.



Community Comments Received on the Nelson 2042 Comprehensive Plan Between 9/28/2023 and 10/26/2023

Date

Reviewer

Comment

Certain Berkeley Group responses to community comments included in the Agenda for the upcoming joint work session are helpful in defining intent but if those clarifications are
not included in the final Comp Plan then you are asking for trouble as the Comp Plan is implemented and there is lack of clarity. For instance, development is supposedly not

12/11/2023

Response

Additional definitions and language to clarify the intent of the Plan have been

1 27-Oct|Community Definitions meant to be “large multi-family” or “cluster subdivisions” or “high density housing.” The Plan should say this, as well as provide definitions for these terms. included in the December 7 draft of the Comprehensive Plan.
Having just read the Agenda for the Sept 28th joint work session, which included a matrix of community comments, it is clear that much of the community angst is from a lack of
understanding of what the Comp Plan is intended to accomplish. Clarity is critical. For instance, not all terminology is defined (what is meant by duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes,
higher intensity development, Village, etc.) and when a defined term is used it should have initial caps. Also include a glossary of abbreviations, in addition to use of the long form [Additional definitions and language to clarify the intent of the Plan have been
2 27-Oct|Community Definitions  |term with its abbreviation in parentheses when first used in a Chapter. included in the December 7 draft of the Comprehensive Plan.
Population projections come from the Weldon Cooper Center, which is charged
Did the Berkley Group determine Nelson County’s population growth rate based on the next-to-latest to latest decennial census year, based on population reported by the United |with generating the official estimates for the State of Virginia. Their data is based
3 27-Oct|Community | Demographics |States Bureau of the Census? on Census data.
4 27-Oct|Community Engagement [(Why have minutes not been published for the June and September joint workshops?
Comments are published as part of the meeting packets for the Planning
5 27-Oct|Community Engagement [Will the Berkley Group publish on this website the additional comments submitted subsequent to those published in the materials for the last joint workshop? Commission and Board of Supervisors.
6 27-Oct|Community Engagement [When are comments for the Comprehensive Plan Update due, please? And how may they be submitted?
The county must have a plan, strategic and tactical, with respect to affordable housing. TIPDC regional studies are not a plan. The plan for Nelson County must fit exclusively A strategy to address the need for a targeted housing study/plan has been added
7 27-Oct|Community Housing Nelson County, not the region. to the draft.
The Land Use plan language has been edited to clarify intent and align land use
Nellysford/ LU |For Nellysford to have additional development especially such things as Hotels and lodging and apartment complexes, that will only increase the traffic on 151 not to mention very |types with current land uses while allowing for flexibility in how current properties
8 27-Oct|Community Plan little sense of a village can be used to best meet the needs of the community.
With the community’s concerns about unchecked housing development in Nellysford, it seems gratuitous for the County to remove references to Urban Development Area from Additional definitions and language to clarify the intent of the Plan have been
the Comprehensive Plan when the County can unilaterally approve cluster housing development without any public input, pursuant to Nelson County Code, Appendix A, Section |included in the December 7 draft of the Comprehensive Plan. The next step in the
Nellysford/ LU |21. The County needs to commit to obtain public buy-in to how the County proposes to manage development, including, without limitation, use of precise definitions of the land Plan update process is to review the County's zoning ordinance to ensure the
9 27-Oct|Community Plan use types in the Comprehensive Plan. code supports the goals of the Plan.
On page 44, Nellysford, under Primary Land Use Types, please remove "duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, apartments, live-work units, hotels & lodging." That is inconsistent with The Land Use plan language has been edited to clarify intent and align land use
Nellysford/ LU |Nellysford and its character. This need not be included in the comprehensive plan for Nellysford and it is highly inflammatory for citizens, particularly in juxtaposition with types with current land uses while allowing for flexibility in how current properties
10 27-Oct|Community Plan maintaining rural character. can be used to best meet the needs of the community.
Page 44. Exclude Nellysford as a UDA designation. Mitigate future over development and prioritize reuse and modification of existing structures and properties. Protect rural The Land Use plan language has been edited to clarify intent and align land use
Nellysford/ LU |landscape. Limit added traffic burden on Rt 151. Exclude duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, apartments, live/work units, hotels/lodging. Primary land use type: agricultural, types with current land uses while allowing for flexibility in how current properties
11 27-Oct|Community Plan professional, senior living. can be used to best meet the needs of the community.
In creating the Citizens Revision, we analyzed every section and every sentence from the current page 44, Nellysford. This revision needs to looked at an utilized for Nellysford. The [The Land Use plan language has been edited to clarify intent and align land use
entire list has been distributed in the past . Bike lanes are not needed in Nellysford nor future duplexes, triplexes , or large scale apartment development. They take away the rural [types with current land uses while allowing for flexibility in how current properties
Nellysford/ LU |character of Nellysford. Plus several low income families will become displaced if developers are allowed to build these type of buildings. Water and sewer are ever presentissues |can be used to best meet the needs of the community including affordable
12 27-Oct|Community Plan already and more development will bring more traffic to Rt.151. Again Chapter 3, page 44 needs to be revised as citizens have been asking for months. housing for all income levels.
Ernie Reed's proposed language for p. 44 to allow for "small scale" development in Nellysford is inadequate absent a definition for small scale. Leaving it undefined to allow for
Nellysford/ LU |flexibility in the future is counter to having the plan reflect the desires of the community. It is actually insulting. If the County's direction changes that should be subject to an Additional definitions and language to clarify the intent of the Plan have been
13 27-Oct|Community Plan amendment to the Plan with appropriate opportunities for the community to weigh in. Please define small scale. included in the December 7 draft of the Comprehensive Plan.
Chapter 1 of the Comprehensive Plan summarizes community input and clearly
shows the Nellysford area and 151 corridor as areas for protection. The Land Use
plan language has been edited to clarify this fact and to align land use types with
Nellysford/ LU |The proposed Executive Summary and p. 44 re: Nellysford, need to expressly acknowledge the significant public opposition to further development along 151 from Afton to current land uses while allowing for flexibility in how current properties can be
14 27-Oct|Community Plan Nellysford. used to best meet the needs of the community.
Chapter 1 of the Comprehensive Plan summarizes community input and clearly
shows the Nellysford area and 151 corridor as areas for protection. The Land Use
The majority of survey respondents, who also represent a majority of the overall county population, do not want additional development in Nellysford. This should be clearly stated |plan language has been edited to clarify this fact and to align land use types with
Nellysford/ LU |on p. 44 of the plan with the Core Concept, Primary Land Use Types, and Planning Guidelines sections for Nellysford reflecting this since future actions by the BOS must take these |current land uses while allowing for flexibility in how current properties can be
15 27-Oct|Community Plan desires into account. If not expressly documented in the plan one can expect a free-for-all. used to best meet the needs of the community.
Safety improvements along 151 is a key strategy of the Transportation Chapter
(page 54). Safety improvements and/or studies for the County's key vehicular
Route 151/ [Please ensure that the sense of urgency for and prioritization of vehicular safety improvement for Rte. 151 is very clear from reading the comprehensive plan, chapter 4 and the routes comprise half of the identified priority transportation projects, with 4 specific
16 27-Oct|Community Transportation [implementation plan. The fact that such sense of urgency and prioritization are not clear is very frustrating for citizens. to Route 151.
Route 151/ [Contemplating bike lanes parallel to 151 or biking on widened shoulders with buffers from 151 traffic is iresponsible. Increased traffic that we have experienced from increased
17 27-Oct|Community Transportation [tourism, not to mention truck traffic, makes 151 a dangerous corridor and unfit for biking. | am a biking enthusiast.
18 27-Oct|Community Transportation [Itis the County’s responsibility to take the LEAD on pressing VDOT to implement changes to ensure safe travel along the County's roadways, especially Rte 6 and 151.
Please remove any/all occurrences of the term "Urban Development Area" from the comprehensive plan. That term is incendiary among citizens and need not be included in the
19 27-Oct|Community UDA plan, particularly at this time.
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Redlined Summary of Policy Changes to Text of Nelson 2042 Comprehensive Plan

Land Cover

Nelson County’s land cover reflects its mountainous, rural qualities. Forested lands
dominate the landscape, covering 76.4% of the County’s terrain. Much of the County’s
forestland is part of state and federal forests and parks. The 422-acre Lesesne State
Forest is located on the lower slopes of Three Ridges Mountain adjacent to the George
Washington-Jefferson National Forest, which comprises a large section of Nelson
County’s northwestern area. Two U.S. wilderness areas lie in Nelson County’s section of
national forest: Three Ridges Wilderness (4,607 acres) and Priest Wilderness (5,994
acres). Jam i e-P Ri Al e-along

southern-borderof-the-County-

Land Cover

Nelson County’s land cover reflects its mountainous, rural qualities. Forested lands dominate the landscape,
covering 76.4% of the County’s terrain. Much of the County’s forestland is part of state and federal forests and
parks. The 422-acre Lesesne State Forest is located on the lower slopes of Three Ridges Mountain adjacent to the
George Washington-Jefferson National Forest, which comprises a large section of Nelson County’s northwestern
area. Two U.S. wilderness areas lie in Nelson County’s section of national forest: Three Ridges Wilderness (4,607
acres) and Priest Wilderness (5,994 acres). The James River Wildlife Management Area is located in Nelson
County along the southern border of the County, and directly across the river in Buckingham County lies the
James River State Park.

44

Nellysford is one of Nelson's largest Villages and the largest center along the 151
corridor. Serving as basecamp for many of the county's tourists, Nellysford has a high
concentration of commercial and recreation development including grocery and
supplies, restaurants and breweries, and a golf course. Limited private water and sewer
service has supported the development of several large scale residential developments,
some associated with Wintergreen Resort. Alternative transportation along and across
151 is a challenge and increased traffic volumes in recent years has compounded safety
and connectivity issues.

Nellysford should focus on creating a sense of place by focusing on increased
connectivity and alternative modes of transportation, expanding uses and services,
such as water and sewer, to both serve the community and grow the County tax base.
The character of development should take cues from rural character of the County and
encourage a mix of use types in a traditional Village development pattern.

Nellysford is one of Nelson's largest Villages and the largest center along the 151 corridor. While Nellysford is not
a designated growth area in the County, it has served as basecamp for many of the county's tourists, which has
created a concentration of commercial and recreation development including grocery and supplies, restaurants
and breweries, and a golf course. Limited private water and sewer service has supported the development of
several large scale residential developments, some associated with Wintergreen Resort. Alternative
transportation along and across 151 is a challenge and increased traffic volumes in recent years has compounded
safety and connectivity issues. Future investment and development of Nellysford should focus on creating a
sense of place by focusing on increased connectivity and alternative modes of transportation, expanding uses and
services, such as water and sewer, to both serve the community and grow the County tax base. The character of
development should take cues from rural character of the County and encourage a mix of use types in a
traditional Village development pattern.

44

Prioritize redevelopment, infill, and connectivity enhancement projects within
Nellysford to protect the rural landscape, ensure more efficient and effective provision
of community services, bolster economic development, and improve quality of life.

Prioritize protection of rural landscape and moderate small village residential and commercial development,
restoration and connectivity, efficient and effective provision of community services, and improved quality of life.

44

Primary Land Use Types:
Single-family detached residential
Single-family attached residential
Accessory-dwelling-units
Puplexes,-triplexes,fourplexes
Apartments

. .
Hotels-&Lodging
Agritourism Businesses
Commercial (Retail, shopping, dining)
Professional & Offices
Business & Employment
Institutional uses
Parks, recreation, and trails

Primary Land Use Types:

Conservation & preservation
Single-family detached residential
Single-family attached residential
Small-scale duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes
Small-scale apartments

Community & senior services

Agritourism Businesses

Small-scale Commercial (Retail, shopping, dining)
Professional & Offices

Business & Employment

Institutional uses

Parks, recreation, and trails




36

Redlined Summary of Policy Changes to Text of Nelson 2042 Comprehensive Plan

The Primary Future Land Use Types identifies uses that help achieve the Land Use
Element’s Core Concept. Secondary or other uses not identified here may be
appropriate. Along with the Planning Guidelines, the Primary Future Use Types are
meant to guide development in accordance with the goals of this Plan. To that end,
Supporting Strategies from the Plan are keyed to each Future Land Use Element. The
Comprehensive Plan works as a unit to ensure the Vision for Nelson 2042 is met.

The Primary Future Land Use Types identifies uses that help achieve the Land Use Element’s Core Concept.
Secondary or other uses not identified here may be appropriate. Primary Future Land Use Types are defined in
the Glossary of this document, but should not be confused with Use Types as defined within the County's Zoning
Ordinance. Along with the Planning Guidelines, the Primary Future Use Types are meant to guide development in
accordance with the goals of this Plan. To that end, Supporting Strategies from the Plan are keyed to each Future
Land Use Element. The Comprehensive Plan works as a unit to ensure the Vision for Nelson 2042 is met.

77

Strategy 3: Fargetsafetyimprovementsathigh-erash-intersectionsandreadway-
corridors:

Work with VDOT to address priority traffic safety issues such as reduction of speed limits, safety improvements at
high crash intersections, adequate turn lanes and reduced tractor-trailor "cut through" traffic.

7

w

This section lists priority transportation projects for the future of Nelson County. These
projects have been identified by examining the County’s existing and future
transportation needs while taking into consideration community input and existing
information from the plans and programs included in this Chapter. Table 4.1 provides a
list of these transportation projects that Nelson County can undertake to better
connect the community to important destinations and services within and outside the
County. Where possible, cost estimates have been provided along with the source of
the project.

This section lists priority transportation projects for the future of Nelson County. These projects have been
identified by examining the County’s existing and future transportation needs while taking into consideration
community input and existing information from the plans and programs included in this Chapter. Vehicular and
safety improvements along Routes 151, 6, and 29 are of particular concern and represent half of the identified
priority projects. Table 4.1 provides a list of these transportation projects that Nelson County can undertake to
better connect the community to important destinations and services within and outside the County. Where
possible, cost estimates have been provided along with the source of the project.

73

Priority Project 6: Construct sidewalks and trails parallel to Route 151 to connect from
Wintergreen to Afton and the Blue Ridge Tunnel Trailhead.

Priority Project 6: Construct separate pedestrian connections and trails parallel to Route 151 to connect from
Wintergreen to Afton and the Blue Ridge Tunnel Trailhead.

74

Priority Project 11: Widen the shoulders along Route 151 and add bicycle lanes where
applicable.

Priority Project 11: Widen the shoulders along Route 151 and add buffered, separate bicycle lanes where
applicable.

fhary
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Affordable Housing

The lack of affordable housing options, especially for vulnerable populations, was
identified as a major challenge facing the County. 42% of renters and 27% of
homeowners are considered cost burdened. Maps 5.9 and 5.10 show the distribution of
cost burdened households across the County. Cost-burdened households often face
challenges to meet other basic needs such as food, transportation, and healthcare.

Affordable Housing

The lack of affordable housing options, especially for vulnerable populations, was identified as a major challenge
facing the County. 42% of renters and 27% of homeowners are considered cost burdened. Maps 5.9 and 5.10
show the distribution of cost burdened households across the County. Cost-burdened households often face
challenges to meet other basic needs such as food, transportation, and healthcare. Any household paying more
than 30% of household income on housing, including rent, mortgage, and the associated utilities and
maintenance, are considered cost-burdened.

Short-Term Rentals

A major factor contributing to the housing shortage is short-term rentals, which are a
relatively new component of the housing market. The US Census bureau considers
short-term rental units as vacant units for the sake of occupied housing status. Of the
3,821 vacant units of housing in the County, in 2020, 2,328 of them were considered for
seasonal, recreational, or occasional use, which includes short-term rental units. Fhe-

Short-Term Rentals

A major factor contributing to the housing shortage is short-term rentals, which are a relatively new component
of the housing market. The US Census bureau considers short-term rental units as vacant units for the sake of
occupied housing status. Of the 3,821 vacant units of housing in the County, in 2020, 2,328 of them were
considered for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use, which includes short-term rental units. The majority of
these units are found within the Wintergreen resort area and Stoney Creek which is primarily a seasonal or
second home community.

Of the 2,328 housing units considered for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use, it is estimated that about
2,000 of them are located within the Wintergreen resort area and according to a 2022 Wintergreen Property
Owner’s Association survey, with a 40% response rate, approximately 600 of those units are being used as short-
term rentals. Without taking into consideration the Wintergreen resort, there are approximately 300 short-term
rentals located throughout the rest of Nelson County.

136

Nelson County has been anchored by traditional agriculture for generations.

Nelson County has been anchored by traditional agriculture for generations and agricultural enterprises of all
scales continue to play a key role in the local economy.
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Strategy 13: Support multiple revenue streams for farmers by reviewing and amending
ordinances to better allow farmers to host complementary agritourism uses on
agricultural properties.

Redlined Summary of Policy Changes to Text of Nelson 2042 Comprehensive Plan

Strategy 13: Support different types of agriculture and multiple revenue streams for farmers by reviewing and
amending ordinances to better allow farmers to host complementary agritourism uses on agricultural properties.

164

Nelson County Service Authority provides the County’s water and wastewater services.

euF-wWa a SHE-Wa W-a a pta v ety rocatea+h

Nelson County Service Authority (NCSA) provides the County’s water and wastewater services. Six water
treatment and four wastewater treatment plants serve the County, all of which are owned by the NCSA except
for the Tye River Water Treatment Plant and the Piney River Consecutive System which are owned by Nelson
County. The Wintergreen area is served by the largest water and wastewater treatment plants in the County. The
Black Creek Water Treatment facility and the Nelson County Regional Sewer Treatment Plant provide water and
sewer access for Lovingston, Shipman, and Colleen. Schuyler is served by a water and wastewater treatment
facility. Piney River gets some water service from the Piney River Consecutive System and some sewer access
from the Nelson County Regional Sewer Treatment Plant. In addition, the Arrington area has some water access
provided by the Tye River Water Treatement Plant and the Gladstone Water Treatment Plant serves a
significantly smaller number of customers in the Gladstone area.

165

The plan recommends increasing the Black Creek reservoir yield with withdrawals from
Tye River during high water events. The plan also identifies alternative reservoir sites
for short-term and long-term storage capacity based on the Rockfish
Valley/Wintergreen Resort Water Source and Capacity Study (2007) and notes that
future interconnection with Amherst County may also be explored.-Fhe-Ceunty-should-

Wwork-proactively-with-tre-service-authority-to-a y B eg-setgtionHhRaertake

The regional plan includes recommendations such as increasing the Black Creek reservoir yield with withdrawals
from Tye River during high water events. The regional plan also identifies alternative reservoir sites for short-
term and long-term storage capacity based on the Rockfish Valley/Wintergreen Resort Water Source and
Capacity Study (2007) and notes that future interconnection with Amherst County may also be explored.

In addition, the Rockfish Valley Corridor Water and Sewer Study was prepared in 2002 for the northern
communities of the County such as Nellysford, Beech Grove, Avon, and Afton. This study recognizes the potential
growth of the area which could prove problematic if homeowners were reliant upon private water and sewer
systems. Instead, it provides a number of potential options to provide public water and sewer to these
communities and should be referred to in the future to help address the needs of the Rockfish Valley.

While these recommended strategies may be appropriate, it will be important for Nelson County to work
proactively with the service authority to identify preferred solutions, undertake additional environmental and
feasibility studies, pursue easement or property acquisition, and develop necessary infrastructure to protect the
water supply. Moving forward, an updated water supply plan or local comprehensive water and sewer master
plan will likely be necesarry to address the current and future needs of the County.

68

While there are currently no designated UDAs in
Nelson County, Lovingston and Nellsyford may
qualify for designation. Nelsen-County-sheutd

) . . i
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While there are currently no designated UDAs in Nelson County, Lovingston and Nellsyford may qualify for
designation. This process is a community led effort that would involve extensive public engagement and
amendments to this plan. This designation does not imply intense urban development, but rather responds to
local needs and conditions. Any designations in Lovingston and Nellysford would promote growth management
through redevelopment and improved connectivity, and any new development should be supported through
small-scale development practices that do not impact the rural village character.
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